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Publisher’s Preface

During the acrimonious and often partisan debate preceding final passage of the “Violent Crime
Control and Law Enforcement Act of 1994” (“The Crime Bill”), advocates of positive youth
development were alternately depressed and cheered.

Depressed to hear many of the programs they supported described as “social spending boon-
doggles,” “social pork,” and, sarcastically, as “such stringent anti-crime measures as arts and crafts,
self-estcem enhancement, and midnight basketball.”

Cheered because, in the new federal legislation, the Congress recognized the value, or at least the
potential, of such concepts as “an ounce of prevention,” “youth anticrime councils” and other

language signifying a positive and comprehensive youth development approach to crime preven-
tion.

The American Youth Policy Forum is dedicated to exploring all the various ways by which
America’s youth may develop into productive workers, successful parents and contributing citizens.
The Forum looks upon youth as whole people. Youth are not merely students, nor solely future
workers, parents, or citizens. They fill multiple roles and have multiple needs. Therefore, what is
needed is a coherent system of long-term youth development opportunities offered in effective
schools, safe neighborhoods, and an economy providing good jobs essential to the support of strong
and stable families. When all of these “front-line,” “first-chance” subsystems are working well, we
believe, the need for youth-oriented crime prevention and treatment programs and criminal justice
institutions will be greatly diminished.

For thesc reasons, the prospect of the new Crime Bill offering recognition and financial backing
for state and local crime prevention and youth development initiatives became a matter of
considerable interest to the Forum as another building block in a comprehensive strategy of helping
the nation’s youth make transitions to successful adulthood.

But what is meant by youth-oriented crime prevention? How much ‘s reliably known about the
efficacy of the various forms of prevention in helping youth to avoid delinquency and crime
altogether? And how much is known about preventing youthful anti-social behavior from developing
into serious, even violent, criminal activity?

On these important substantive questions, the Congressional debate on the 1994 Crime Bill was less
than helpful. Therefore, the Forum turned to Richard Mendel, an independent writer who had
previously demonstrated his ability to synthesize a large body of relevant literaturc in a short time.’
Mendel’s assignr -ot: to present a popularly-written, documented summary of wk. .t is known from
research and evs .ation about the effectiveness of the types of youth-oriented prcvention strategies
that might be supported under the Crime Control Act.

As the 104th Congress prepares to revisit the issues and the prescriptions contained in the 1994
crime control legislation, we present Mr. Mendel's report, published as an aid to informed public
discourse.

—Samuel Halperin
American Youth Policy Forum

*

see Mendel's The American school to-Career Movement: A Backgronnd Paper for Policymeakens and
Fowndation Officers, (Washington, DC: American Youth Policy Forum. 199-0).

()
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Executive Sumniary

merica has been attempting to solve the

crime problem with one arm behind its

back. For over a decade, the nation has
pursued esseatially a one-track strategy for attack-
ing crime: “lock-"em-up.” Through mandatory sen-
tences, reduced plea hargaining. restricied parole,
and the construction of hundreds of thousands of
new prison cells, our nation has more than doubled
the number of prisoners behind bars. Yet crime rates
have not plummeted, and violent crime remains
persistently  high.

Make no mistake: Our socien has a vital stake in
incarcerating serious, violent, chronic criminals. But
given the tremendous costs associated with build-
‘ng a spate of new prisons and housing hundreds of
thousiands of additional prisoners. relying only on.
increased incarceration to eliminate America’s per-
sistent crime epidemic flies in the face of evidence
and logic.

Though state and local criminal justice budgets
have increased significantly, few new resources
have been devoted o steering voung people away
from crime and violence or to redirecting troubled
vouth who displiy signs of delinquency. Some
localities have implemented new community-based
prevention programs and alternative sentences aimed
at rehabhilitating youthful offenders, but these re-
main the exception. Increasingly, states™ answer to
crime—tor juvenile offenders and adults alike—has
been the prison eell.

In 199, Congress staked out a new direction for
the nation on crime. In addition to prison construce-
tion, increased law enforcement. @ host of new
death penalties and a “three strikes and you're out”
provision requiring lifetime incarceration for three-
time iclens, the Violent Crime Control and Law
Enforcement Act of 1994 authorized $7 billion {or an
array of initiatives in “crime prevention,” including
many aimed at keeping vouth crime ree. Among the
more promising new injtiatives is an emphasis on
comprehensive, prevention-focused,  community-
government partnerships. Rather than punishment
and more punishment, the new rubric is punish-
ment plus prevention.

This shilt in philosophy did not come without
fight. The debate leading to final passage of this Law
wis among the most heated in recent memory.
Many opponents ridiculed the hill proposed by the

conference commiittee und lambasted the bill's pre-
vention agenda.

The legistative exchange was long on rhetoric and
hyperbole, short on reasoned analysis. Does precen-
tion work? Does criminological research suggest that
prevertion deserves a prominent place in the nation'’s
crime control strategy alongside increased incar-
ceration and stepped up law enforcement? Few
legislators and few reporters assigned to cover them
took time to consider these questions seriously.

In the end, the crime bill passed with only modest
reductions in prevention speading. But a new
Congress vows Lo revisit the legislation in 1995, The
political war over crime prevention is beginning
again.

This report reviews the facts underlying the delin-
quency debate

the wealth of scholarly evidence
on the causes and correlates of delinquency and
existing research examining how well various ap-
proaches to crime succeed in practice. Is there a
strong rationale for such programs as family thera-
pics, recreation and midnight sports leagues and
school-based conflict resolution to prevent or de-
crease delinquent behavior by youth? Do these
programs actually make a cost-effective contribu-
tion to controlling crime? Or, rather, is there merit to
the critiques that depict prevention efforts as naive.,
soft-headed, even counterproductive?

By examining these questions carefully, policy
mahkers can govern more wisely on crime. Advo-
cates, reporters, and other interested observers can
influence poticy makers to conduct the next crime
debate on the basis of cold reality rather than
colorful rthetoric,

What is the cold reality about crime and crime
prevention? A hard-headed look at the evidence
reveals several lessons:

1. Rescarch provides a strong foundation for
identifying risk factors carly in life, which
cnables us to address the underlying condi-
tions that propel some youth to crime.

The road to violence begins in childhood. Crimi-
nologists have long known that a relative handful of
serious chronic offenders are responsible for the
njority: of crime in America, Rescearch documents
that violent chronic offenders are most active during

5 | -
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their teen years. Their paths to violence almost
always begin with serious behavioral problems in
early childhood. While most children who exhibit
poor conduct right themselves rather than embark
on a life of crime, those who do becotae chronic
offenders typically follow well-worn pathways to-
ward increasingly <erious criminality.

Research identifies many risk factors that contrib-
ute to youihs' propensity for violence and delin-
quency. Crime-prone youth are more likely to come
from families where parents are abusive or neglect-
ful, provide harsh or erratic discipline, or exhibit
marital discord. They tend to live in communities
rife with drugs, crime, guns, and poverty, where
positive role models and safe, constructive recre-
ational opportunities are scarce. They are likely to
associate witl: peers who are delinquent or drug-
abusing or to participate in youth gangs. In many
cases they are “tracked” at school into classes
dominated by low-achieving and trouble-making
students.

Several individual characteristics—such as hyper-
activity, attention deficit disorder. low intelligence—
have been linked to delinquency. The presence or
lack of scif-control, problem-solving skills, and
beliefs condemning violence have been identified
as key determinants of criminality. Other personal
factors—a strong and sustained relationship with at
least one adult, an even temperament, and an ability
to evoke positive responses in others—have been
identificd as “protective factors™ that can help
insulate even high-risk youth from the danger of
falling into delinquency. If prevention can address
the risks facing many children while boosting pro-
tective factors, it will make them less likely to
become  delinquent.

2. Tougher law enforcement and stricter sanc-
tions are unlikely, in the absence of effec-
tive crime prevention, to reduce crime sig-
nificantly.

Throughout the crime debate of 1994, prevention
critics urged that scarce taxpayer dollars go - for
prison construction to cradicate: what they called
“revolving door justice”™—lenient sentencing and
casy parole for serious crimes.

Yet recent experience throughout America proves
that incarcerating more criminals for longer periods
does not necessarily reduce crime or increase public
safety. Between 1975 and 1989, the expected prison
time for committing a violent coime nearly wipied.
Yot violent crime rates did not decrease drinmati-
cally. Between 1980 and 1992 California spent $3.8
billion on prison construction to more than qua-
druple its prison population. giving it the largest

prison population in America and second highest
per capita incarceration rate. Yet California's crime
rate did not fall—either in absolute terms or relative
to other states.

This results from both the failure of deterrence
and the impotence of incarceration. For deterrence
to work, would-be offenders must be rational in
their decision-making and determined to avoid
prison. Most crimes are committed in the heat of the
moment, however, often under the influence of
drugs or alcohol. In many inner city communities,
impulsive behavior and a predisposition to violence
are the norm, and they may be the immediate,
automatic response to any tense situation. Increas-
ingly in tough, urban neighborhoods, prison time is
viewed less as a hallmark of shame than as a badge
of honor or even a rite of passage.

A sccond argument for increased incarceration is
to take dungerous felons off the streets. Herve too,
the public safety benefits are limited. The vast
majority of crimes committed in America each year
(31 million out of 34 million, experts say) go either
unreported or unsolved. Though locking up more
of those convicted for longer periods can keep some
criminals off the streets, many more will continue to
roam free. Also, research reveals that the criminal
careers of most chronic offeaders span only a few
years—beginning in the teen years, tapering off
steadily during the 20s, and plurameting in the 30s.
By the time most criminals have compiled records
serious enough to warrant long prison terms, their
criminal activity has long since passed its peak.

3. A number of youth-oriented prevention
strategies have documented impressive re-
sults in reducing criminal, delinquent, and
pre-delinquent behavior among young
people.

Any doubt that prevention programs can reduce
crime are dispelied by several carefully evaluated
programs providing intensive assistance to children
and their families in the first five years of life. The
best known of these is the Perry Preschool program
in Ypsilanti, Michigan. forerunner to the present day
fead start program. Lo ng-term follow-up reveated
that at age 27, more than 20 years after completing
the program, only seven pereent of Perry partici-
pants had been arrested five or more times, com-
parcd with 35 percent of a control group. Family
intervention programs have also shown dramatic
impact on criminality. Only six pereent of partici-
pants in a day care assistance and home visiting
program in Syracuse. New York were ever pro-
cessed in juvenile court—versus 22 pereent of vouth
assigned randomly to a control group.

S
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Helping Youth Before
Trouble Starts

Many delinquency prevention programs targeted
to older children and adolescents have not been
implemented on a broad scale. Most that have been
tricd have. typically operated on meager budgets
and without careful evaluation,

Nonetheless, the record reveals that several pre-
vention strategies—including both ~pure preven-
tion™ aimed at the general youth population and
“targeted treatment” for those already engaged in
problem behaviors—do indeed divert vouth from
the pathways o crime. Included among them are:

Comupmunity-wide Prevention Initiatives. Most
impressive of the pure prevention efforts are multi-
pronged prevention initiatives designed and imple-
mented by entire communities, particularly those
that build on the strengths and interests of youth
rather than focusing only oo yvouths™ problems and
dleficits:

s Through its “Success Through Academic and
Recreational Support”™ (STARS) program for
high risk vouth ages F-14, Fort Myers, Florida,
reduced its juvenile crime rates by almost one-
third. Among 11 and 12 year-old offenders city-
wide, the rate of repeat criminal behavior
dropped 6+4.3 percent.

% Crime went down 60 percent in two troubled
Lansing, Michigan, ncighborhoods after police,
tocal schools, and a social service agency opened
a neighborhood network center and launched
an extensive vouth development program.

s Nortolk, Virginia, forged a partnership between
police, human service agendies, and local citi-
sens to combat crime in ten high crime neigh-
horhoods. The initiative—which included new

vouth athletic leagues and a Youth Forum for

teens to speik on community problems as well

as other prevention measaves—Iled oo 29

percent drop in crime in the tirgeted neighbor-

hoods and a citvwide reduction in violent
crime.

initiatives indluding after-school programs and
penalties against youth Cand their parents) for
carrving weapons, painting graffini. or violating
voulth curfews in an ant-crime partnership
henween community residents and police, In
the prograny's first year, atrests for juvenile
crime drapped by ten percent and uvenile
victinuzation fell by 50 pereent.

< S Antonio, Tesas, has emploved o variety of

Multi-Dimensional Violence Prevention in Schools.
Conflict resolution and violence prevention cui-
ricula have swept the nition in recent years. Severl
programs have documented impacts on students’
Deliefs and conflict resotution skills and on students’
self-reported behavior. The hest of these programs
reach beyond the classroom into the entire wchool
and the broader community.

Resolving Conflicts Creatively (RCC), o Brooklyn,
New York-based program, combines violencee pre-
vention classes with peer mediation and parent
training to change the total school environment. in
one carly evaluation, 70 percent of teachers in-
volved in the program reported that RCC reduced
fighting among participating students. Teens, Crime.
and the Community, a4 national curriculum, chal-
lenges students to examine and act on real crime
issues and take preventive action. Ithas been shown
o improve students” attituddes and knowledge and
to reduce their likelihood of delinguency.

Recreation Programs. Though midnight hasket-
ball became the brunt of nuny a rhetorical attack,
leagues have been spreading rapidly across the
country in recent vears—often with active support
from local law enforcement agencies. Particubarly
when they require participation in-life skills work-
shops and other constructive activities as i prere-
uisite for playing, these Teagues have helped to
bring down crime rates in sponsoring communities.
The original league in Glenarden, Marvland, is
credited with reducing crime by 60 percent. In the
Winton Hills section of Cincinnati, crime rates
plummeted 24 percent within 13 weeks after a late
night recreation program was inijtiated.

Other recreation and vouth developmeni activi-
ties can be equally effective. Researchers at Colum-
bia University found that the presence of a Boys &
Girls Club in a public housing project reduced crime
rates by 13 percent and drug use by more than 20
percent.

Treating Troubled Youth

Prevention can work. Particularly when commu-
nitics come together to offer vouth a corinuum of
programs and services, and provide youth the
opportunity for supportive and sustained rekution-
ships with caring adults, and the chunce to assume
constructive roles in the comnunity, the effect on
vouth can be appreciable. But these purely precen-
tive efforts donot deal with vouth already in trouble.
The majority of comes e committed by orclatne
handtul of repeat oftenders wha typically clisplay
serious behavior problems in carly childhocd. For

10
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them. more intensive. indiy idualized treatment will
likely be required.

What is the record of treatiment or intenvention
progrums in redirecting troubled  youth?  Though
some types of trearment have proven to be far more
effective than others, the overall answer aan be
summed up in two words: Tquite promising.”

Family Therapies. The most impressive interven-
tions focus on the families of troubled youth-—even
vouth with scrious behavior problems. One ap-
proach, mualti-systemic family therapy (MST) re-
duced rearrest rates among incarcerated y()ulh l)y
almost half. Youths who received MST spent an
averave of T3 fewer days behind bars in the vear
followmg treatment than did youths in a control
£ oup.

Other family interventions have also shown dra-
nuttic results. When Parent Management Training
(PMT)Y was provided to parents of problem children
ages 3-8, the children fared far better than a control
group ol children assigned to a waiting list for the
program. Overall. between two-thirds and  three-
fourths of the PNT children achieved  clinically
significant change and returned to a normat range
of behavioral functioning. PNT has also been found
cffective with adolescents—oeven those with serious
juvenile crime records.

Coguitive Training. Another set of promising
intervention programs dims to develop in troubled
vouth the social and cognitive skills necessary to
avoid conflict and control aggression. Children
raised in strong families. quality schools, and healthy
communities typicatly develop these skills as @
matter of course. Among high risk and delinquent
vouth they are often Lacking. Rescarch shows that
focused training in social problem-solving, anger
management. moral reasoning and - perspective-
taking can make a significant difference both with
children displaving carly signs of delinquency and
with vouth already incarcerited for serious of-
fenses. These programs can be delivered for only o
sntall fraction of the cov of incarcerating offenders
in juvenile or adult prisons: the best programs have
demonstrated the capacity teoreduce aiime rates,

The Positive Adolescent Choices Training (PACT)
program teaches negotiation, compromise. and
variety of anger management skills to - troubled
Alrican American adolescents, A recent study showed
that only 18 »crcent of PACT participants were
referred to juvenile cowt in the three years after
training compired with 19 percent of o randomiy
dssigned  control groap.

A number of other treatment approaches have
also been shown o reduce criminality. Providing
detinquent youth intensive contact with college
student volunteers under the guidance of graduate
students and unversity Laculty has proved success
ful in several tests. Youthful offenders ordered 1o
pay restitution to their victims or perform service to
the community have lower recidivism rates than
those for whom restitution or service is not ordered.
Sentencing juveniles o appropriate correctional
programs. based in the community whenever pos-
sible, rather than only o “training schools™ or other
Lrge-scale detention facilities has proved a cost-
effective strategy in Massachuseus and other stites:
recidivism and juvenile crime rawes have remained
fow in these states.

4. Other prevention strategies have not been
proven effective—most because they have
not been subject to rigorous evaluation, a
few because evaluations have found little
or no positive impact. Further investments
in research and evaluation of crime pre-
vention are clearly justified.

several popular strategies—including most school-
hased conflict resolution, peer mediation. and gung
prevention efforts—have not vet been rigorously
cvaluated. Hundreds of these programs ave being
tested throughout the country. and several show
great promise.

Other prevention approaches have proved inel-
fective in repeated tests. Shock incarceration (e,
boot camps) does not reduce eriminality. studies
show. Short-term. ~juick fix™ job training has not
lowered arrest rates. Neither traditional  psycho-
therapy nor behavior modification hus shown great
promise as a vehicle for rediredting delinquent and
criminal vouth. A few efforts—-mosthy scare-oui-
ented programs or programs that place groups ol
delinquent vouth together for extended reatment—
have actually worsened  the behavior of - partici-
Panis.

5. States and the federal government nceed to
develop and implement prevention pro-
grams aggressively, taking care to learn
from cxperience. Research and evaluvation
must be important clements in all preven-
tion cfforts,

A cost-effective approach o crime requires more
than punishment. America cannot jail iway its crime
problem by warchousing crimmals. voung or ok It
cimnot sobve crime solely through deterrence. or by
“shocking  trouble prone vouth or “scaring them
straight.” Rather, 1o help children and vouth grow
into productive, constructive adufts, they muast be

11
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supenvised, supported, educated, encouraged, cared
for and given opportunities to contribute. And they
must luve positive opportuaities tor recreation,
exploration, and personal growth.

For some vouth, particularly those from highe-risk
familics and communities, cognitive skills training
and fumily counseling will also be required. And o
be cffective. these treatments must be carefully
crafted, research-hased, and effectively implemented.

To date. nowhere in America have ail of these
picces been pulled together in one community,
although o number of plices are tving o do so.
Nowhere has the impact of well-defined, yvouth-
oricnted  crime prevention programs been fully
reahized. Prevention's potential remains untapped.

Given the high costs and dubious benefits 1o be
expected from continuing on the lock-"em-up path.
and given the encouraging results of many vouth-
orienied prevention and interventon strategies, d
significant public investment is surely warranted
both to strengthen and expand a youth-orienied
prevention agenda and to step up the effort 1o refine
and improve on prevention’'s promise.

Throwir,, money at prevention will not sohve
America's crime problern. But ignoring prey ention
is an ceven worse alternative. Both to protect our
selves and to secure our children's future, preven-
tion must become @ mainstay in our nation’s crime
control strategy. A two-armed approach to crime is
long anerdue.

(Citations lor the muin points in this Excaative
Stmiuany iy be found in the Research Notes it the
end of this paper.)
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Introduction:

A Look Back at the Crime Debate of 1994

urmounting many  hurdles and  extremely

heated argument, Congress completed action

on the Violent Crime Control and Law tn-
forcement Act on August 25, 1991 The conference
report on the $30.2 billion authorization—including
$7 billion for prevention—cleared the House of
Representatives by 235 (188 Democrats, 46 Repub-
licuns, I Independent) 1o 195 (61 Democrats and 131
Republicans), On the Senate side, 61 Senators (54
Democrats and 7 Republicans) voted for final ap-
proval versus 38 opponents (36 Republicans and 2
Democrats).

In the preceding debate, critics of preventative
strategies unleashed a gale-force rhetorical assault.
They derided the ¢rime bill as a “train wreck,”
“hoondoggle™ and “unholy trinity of pork, postur-
ing and partisanship,” to cite but three examples,
Critics assuiled many provisions of the bill but they
aimed  their sharpest, most biting attacks at the
dollars proposed for “crime prevention™—espe-
cially programs designed to iv+p at-risk youth stay
crime-free. The critics double-damned these pro-
grams uas “social pork.” short both for social pro-
grams (i.¢., welface) and for pork barret (e, waste-
ful spending.  Their svitriolic rhetorie indicted
delinquency prevention as o wasteful, even ridicu-
lous., response to vouthful violence.  Their critique
wus stark and simple and seemed to resonate with
many volters:

“IThe bill squanders] billions upon billions of
dollars in scarce crime-fighting resources on gauzy
social spending schemes straight out of the failed
Great Society of the 1960s,” Sen. Orrin Hateh (R-UT)
told the Senate.t “Over $9 billion is included for
vague social spending 1o finance such stringent
anticrime measures as arts and crafts. self-esteem
enhancement, and midnight basketball,” said Rep.
Lamar Smith (R-TX). “All this on the theory that the
person who stole your car, rabbed vour house, and
assaubted your family was no more than a dis-
gruntled artist or would-be NBA star.™?

Prevention's defenders scurried o counter these
attacks. They suggested that the opponents were
inspired mote by the National Rifle: Association’s
opposition 1o an assault weapons ban than on
principled apposition to crime prevention. And they

accused the bill's opponents of hypocrisy—noting
that muny had supported prior versions of the crime
bilt that included billions for prevention.

What prevention supporters did not do, however,
was to offer an eftective defense of the crime bill's
prevention agenda as a realistic strategy to fight
crime. The President refused to countenance targe
cuts in prevention programs, but for the most part
he and Congressional advocates defended such
programs only in vague terms of equity and bal-
ance—not safety.

Thus emerged a glaring knowledge gap in the
public discourse over crime. Namely: Does Preven-
tion Work? Were the critics correct: Is there no place
in a hard-headed ant-crime strategy  for youth-
targeted crime prevention initiatives? Are more
poiice, mandatory sentences, restricted parole, and
continued prison construction the best or the only
reasonable approaches to crime?

Or, as many criminologists, community activists,
faw enforcement officials, and big city mayors
argue, do delinquency prevention programs repre-
sent an important and cost-effective component—-
even a necessary component—in an - enlightened
and rational approach to combatting crime and
violence in America?

Community organizations and local, state. and
federal agencies have tested many vouth-targeted
crime prevention programs over the past several
decades. Seisshars have assembled an extensive
body of rescarch on the causes and correlates of
crime, and they have evatuated the mpact of many
policy and program approaches for combuatting
crime.

What does this record tell us about the potential
effectiveness of delinquency prevention? Are at-risk
youth and abready delinquent youth amenable 1o
intervention programs? Which, if any. program
models have proved effective in reducing criminal
behavior? Which have proved ineffective? Has pre-
vention carned a place beside law enforcement and
corrections in a comprehensive national anti-crime
agenda? Or not?
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The dust of summer 1994's acrimonious debate
has now setded. But the battle over prevention has
reatly just begun, While significant new funds have
been authorized for youwth-targeted crime preven-
tion, the new Republican majority in Congress (as
stated inits ~Contract With America™ will soon
revisit the crime bill. Many members apparenuy aim
0 gut prevention programs in favor of more prison
construction. Even if they fail, funds for prevention
will have o be appropriated by Congress cach of the
sixoyears covered by the new law. And at the state
and local level, where much of the authority for
directing the federad funds resides, decisions will
have to be made where and how prevention efforts
will be undertaken.

Before politicians on both sides of the Congres-
sional aisle resume that debate, they—and their
staffs, the media, advocacy groups, and state and
local leaders—would do well o review the facts
about delinquency prevention and to place preven-
tion efforts in proper context. This report is intended
o assist them in that endeavor.

14
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Why Prevention?

A Brief Look at Youth, Crime and

Public Policy

FACT 1: The peak age of arrestees for serions violent crimes in America is 18, Arvests for violent acts taper off
drastically by age 293

FACT 2: Adolescence is o period of heiphtened risk among all youth. More than one-fourth of maic adolescerits
contmit at least one violent offense before reaching aduithood

FACT 3:

Despite the prevalence of delinguent bebavior, a small proportion of adolescentts (G percent) are

responsible for tiwo-thivds of all vlolend crimes contmitted by jureniles. About <40 percent of arvests for
all serious crime is accounted for by youth betiween the ages of 10 ancd 20 yvears old 3

hese striking facts underscore twe critical

facets of the American crime problem. First.

violent criminal activity oceurs dispropor-
tionately among the voung. Second. while many
adolescents may flirt with delinquency ad crime,
the major threat to public safety is posed by a tiny
minority of individuals, mostly males, who embark
on extended, often violent criminal carcers. These
realities make clear o third truth: making America
safer is primarily a function of incapacitating sevious
violent offenders: il possible, providing effective
reatment for them: and preventing youth from
lapsing into cither episodic or chronice criminal
activity.

Over the past 15 years, our approich to crime has
increasingly concentrated on indarceration—attempt-
ing to incpacitte crminals. Prison construction.
mancdtory sentencing, and strict new limits on
parole and probation have been the priorities, with
the result that the nation's prison population—-
Already the largest in the tree world—-has more than
doubled since 1980, Yet crime fuis not gone away.

Through the Violent Crime Control and Law
Enforcement Act of 1994, America has for the first
time in decades placed significant emphiasis—and
tax dollars—on the sceond half of the public sateny
cquaition: prevercing eriminal behavior. Poes this
new emphasis and investment nike sense? That s
the $7 hillion question.

An informed answer requires detailed under
standing of the erime problem. What is the nature of
America’s eritne epidemic? How is it changing? Who
i~ committing crime, and what e os have been
proven o contribute o or deter their criminal
hehavior?

(93]

A hard-headed lTook into these questions reveals
that the case for including prevention as a centul
clement of a4 comprehensive national crime control
strategy is compelling, This is true for two reasons:

1. Prevention shows significant promise to
identify potential risk factors for youth
early in life and to address the underlying
conditions that propel them toward lives of
crime; and

2. In the absence of effective prevention,
tougher law enforcement and stricter sanc-
tions are unlikely to reduce the crime prob-
lem significantly.

The Promise of Prevention

The road to violent crime begins in childhood. In
fact, most who follow that road begin the journey
long before reaching the age of majority.

According to a1 comprehensive multi-year survey
of American vouth, serious violent offending most
commonly begins at ages 15 or 100 Violent behavior
peiks atage 18 and dechines sharply thereafter. uis
rare for anyone who has not exhibited serious
violent behavior by age 20 ever to become a violent
offender.®

level ot rebelliousness and
mischict-making is considered a natural part of
adolescence, and a substantial majority of youth

Of course, some

crime is nonviolent. Yet i considerable nunority of
vouth commit at least one et ol violenee before
they tirn 18, For most yvouth this antisocial belesior
ceases with e, More than 80 percent of those who
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commit a violent offense during adolescence termi-
nate their violence by age 21, and the ~criminal
carcers” of most vielent yvouthful offenders span
only one vear.?

Thus, while the occasionai criminai and violent
acts committed Iy othenwise healthy adolescents
represent e serious problem, perhaps increasingly
s0, the most dangerous source of crime remains, as
abways, a deviant cadre of chronic offenders deeply
engaged in criminal behaviors.

Pathways to Crime

“Adult criminality seems to be always preceded
by childhood misconduct,” report criminologists
Robert J. Sampson and John H. Laub 8

This fact, that virtually all career criminals display
carly warning signs before reaching adulthood,

provides an important ingredient for prevention: if

risk factors for yvouth at high risk for violence can be
identificd carly, they might be provided effective
remedual ireatment and diverted from the road 1o
violence.

Over the past several decades, and  especially
since the federal Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Provention Act passed in 1974, extensive research
has identificd the common charicteristics of chronic
offenders, the conditions—personal, familial, soci-

Children wwho demonstrale autisocial

\

behavior Oome J1rom tery

nonsupportip e familics al two ex
tremes: eigher 1he Jamilv s repres
Sive andabusice, or i seriousty ne-
elects the cild /!—'l’;ﬂl the ey Years
on... .\ur/'n'/'\iﬂglr. parental negsledt
N Tihiost as o stroe a predicdonr of
subscegquent violence as phy~sical
abuse, and parvental vegection s the
neost powcrful predictor of all”in one
stiedy, 30 percent of children vejected
by their parvcents wcent on to commif
SCHPEOIS crintgs. cersis onhy 200 per
cont ofgabuscd and neglected chal
dren '

Jov Diryfoos

cial. or educational—that secem to conuribute to
delinquent behavior, and the factors that seem 1o
prevent repeat offenders from “growing out of "
and returning o the straightand-narrow, hike the
majority of other vouths who get into touble.

Perhaps most striking is the finding that the
pathways toward crime are well-marked. Across
subcultures, over tume, the behavior patterns lead-
ing to chronic criminal hehavior are distinat—and
they almost always involve serious behavior prob-
lems in carly childhood.

“In carly childhood, some bovs and girls hegin 1o
show patterns of aggressive behavior in their family,
in their schoals, in their interaction with peers, or in
their activities in the community. They pick fights
with their brothers and sisters, scream at their
parents. verbally attack their eachers, bully their
peers. and intimidate younger children in the neigh-
borhood,” writes Ronald Slaby, a crime prevention
expert at the Education Development Center and
Harvard University. This behavior is “the best pre-
dictor of chronic delinquent offending and violence
in adolescence.™®

Most children who display antisocial tendencies
do not go on to become juvenile delinquents or
carcer criminals—-most do not. But those who do
become chronic oftenders typically follow o com-
mon progression of increasingly serious behaviors:
problems begin with defiance. lyving or bullying,
followed by fighting among individuals or gangs.
and then serious violent behavior starting with
aggravated assault and Jeading (in some cases? 1o
rape, robbery, and perhaps homicide. Farly alcohol
abuse (often marijuana abuse as welD) precedes the
slide into violence for the vast majority of serious
offenders. Subsequent violent behavior is often
associated with use of other illicit drugs such as
cocaine and heroin.'?

“Adult antisocial behavior virwally regreires chiid-
hood antisocial hehavior” explains Lee Robins.?
Yet, for the most part, children who display winrning
signs of violence receive litde focused  atention.
They may be punished by parenis or eachers, or
suspended from school, but seldom are they en-
gaged in g well-designed program o address the
underlying causes of their problem belavior.

The Causes and Correlates of Crime
What is it that leads these vouth to violenee? Here
again, the work of criminologists, psychologists,
sociologists. and public health scholars sheds ligh.
Through hundreds of stadies their research has
identified critical risk factors in five domains

Family: -Children who demonstrate antisocial
behavior come from very nonsupportive families @
two eatremes: cither the family is repressive and
abusive, or it serjouslv neglects the child frony the
carly years on” reports Jov Go Dinfoos, a leading
scholur on adolescence.? Surprisingly,  parental

16
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neglect is almost as strong a predictor of subsequent
violence as physical abuse, and parental rejection is
the most powerful predictor of all. In one study, 50
percent of children rejected by their parents went on
o commit serious crimes, versus only 20 pereent of
abused and neglected children. '3

As veteran criminologist Travis Hirsehi has put it
“the closer the child's velationship with his parents.
the more he is attached 1o and identified with them.
the lower his chances of delinqueney.™ This find-
ing holds in one- and two-parent families alike. As
studies have concluded. “Parental absence due to
divorce or separation has been found to have cither
a small or inconsistent association with adolescent
delinquency.™ while maritl conflict in two parent
familics “is stongly assoctated with juvenile delin-

queney and conduct disorder.” '

Neighborhood: Growing up in an underclass
neighborhood is closely corretated with increased
risk of delinquency. Of course. most poor people
are not criminals. Prevalence of drugs, crime. guns.

and poverty have been identified as causes of

delinquencey. as has the lack of positive role models.
thriving community-based  organizations. quality
schools, adequately funded social services. cohe-
sive community leadership, and safe and construe-
tive recreational opportunities. “The inclination to
violence springs from the circumstances of  life
among the ghetto poor—the lack of johs that puy a
living wage, the stigma of race. the fallout from
rmmpant drug use and drug uafficking, and the
resulting alienation and lack of hope for the future,”
writes Elijih Anderson, a University of Pennsyivania
urban anthropologist who has spent many vears
observing and documenting the often dangerous
and deviant behavioral denamics of the inner city.'?

Peer Groups: Frequent association with delin-
quent and drug-using peers or participation in a
vouth gang arce also critical indicators of  delin-
queney. Unlike adult crime. the majority: of vouth
crime is committed in groups.® In fact, writes
Delbert Elliott. “The strongest and most immediate
cause of the actual onset of serious violent behavior
is involvement with a delinquent peer group. Tt is
here that violence is modeted. encouraged. and
rewarded: and justfications for disengaging one’s
morial obligation to others are tught and rein-
forced. ™ Membership in a vouth gang is an espe-
cinlly powerful risk factor: though gangs can pro-
vide youth a «¢nse of belonging, plus some safety
from real dangers, estended involvement in o gung
Ieads to - exceptionatly high rates ot delinguency .20

School: " While paterns of behavior learned in
carly childhood carry over into the school contest,

the school has its own potential for generating
conflict and frustration and violent responses to
these situations,” Elliow writes. “During junior and
senior high school, a clear adolescent status hicrar-
chy emerges. and much of the violence at school is
related to competition for status and status-related
confrontations. Ahility tracking also contributes o
a4 collective adaptation to schoal failure and peer
rejection by grouping academically poor students
and those who are aggressive troublemakers to-
gether in the same classes. Delinguent peer groaps
tend o emerge out of these classes and individual
feclings of anger. rejection and alienation are mutu-
ally reinforced in these groups.™?

Though there is some evidence that delinguent
hehavior subsides somewhat in the months imme-
diately after dropping out (due to reduced feelings
of failure und frustration)?? the overwhelming
overrepresentation of schoot dropouts among the
nation’s prison population confirms the powerful
ongoing link between school failure and criminal
hehavior.

Individual factors: In addition to these external
fuctors, several individual characteristics can also
predispose vouth o violence. Hyperactivity and
attention deficit disorder are closely correlated with
delinquency. as is low intelligence.” Many children
who exhibitbehavior problems demonstrate mal-
adaptive beliefs, thought processes, and hehavior
pauerns that predispose them to violence. Children
may attribute hostility to peers where ‘none s
intended. They may lack basic problem-solving
skills or the ability to identify non-violent solutions
when social problems arise. They may hold beliels
justifving violence in o wide variety of situnations,
and they may resort o violence quickly in conflict
sitations, “Under conditions of high emotional
arousal.” reports Harvards Ronald Skaby. ~aggres-
sive individuals are likely o default almost auto-
nmatically o learned stercotvpic patterns of behavior
that are often both violent and inappropriate for the

When the cuvironment engages the
adolescent  and procides hine o)
Devacdlr apfniopitale expeitences
feg ststeained adull refgrtions

coaperalin e datioaties it pecis

heeh expectations voesponsibiliny
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Ldhe consensus today is defin®
GUENCY et eRrtion Drograns cdn
l’l.lH'I\’.” In fact, these proBrais
oftendorwork  butonly whenthei®
are tensive, oriended (o vouth
development. multe dimensioneal.
carefully designed. effectively
hmplemented. and copstanth e alu
atedwith aneye 10 Tfarer ing preo

Lram pevforniance,

situation. 2 These social skill deficits have been the
focus of several delinguency programs in recent
times—some with highly successful results,

Resiliency Against Risk

These risk factors explain much about who be-
comes i criminal and who doesn't. They provide
important clues for the formulation of cffective
prevention strategies. IF prevention ¢can improve
parenting skills and fumily cohesion in high-risk
houscholds, if it can reduce (or ameliornite) the
negative influences vouth experience in their neigh-
borhoods and schoaols, if it can intervene o inhibit
the formation or expansion of deviant peer groups,
prevention can make a major contribution to our
mation's struggle against crime.

Yet these risk factors tell only part of the preven-
ton story. A striking finding of studies of risk
factors associated  with offending is that many
addolescents vho are exposed 1o risk factors do ot
bhecome  delinquent.” reports the Congressional
Office of Technology Assessment “Studies have
found that i positive temperamert. including posi-
tive mood and o tendeney 1o evoke positive re-
sponses in others, a high 1Q. positive school and
work expericnces, high sclf-esteem, some degrec of
structure in the environment, and one good rela-
tonship with a parent or other adult reduce the risk
factors associated with offending. ™

“Rescarch has demonstrated that healthy hond-
ing is a significant factor in children's resistance 1o
crime and drugs” explain David Hawkins and
Richard Catalano of the University of Washington,
“strong positive bonds have three important com-
ponents: CH) aftachment—positive relations with
others: €23 commitment-—an investment in the fu-
ture: and €3 beliefabout what is right and wrong,
with an arientation to positive, moral hehavior and
actien.”®

A variety ol sockal expericnces may contribute
1o violence., Yet none of these social experiences
or sources of social interaction, singly or in combi

nation, will inevitably lead o violernit behavior for all
individuals,” writes Ronald skaby. “Much like a
physiological immunce system, learned patterns of
psychological mediation are capable of succumbing
to, neutralizing, or counteracting the impact of
experiences that act as violence toxins. 26

This potential for resilieney, this capacity of youth
o overcome troubling influences and develop into
healthy, productive. Taw-abiding adults, provides a
second critical underpinning for prevention. Not
just 2 means o treat behavior disorders or solve
social problems, prevention canalso be avehicle for
huitding up this social “immune system™ in high
risk youth—creating 1 moral compass, so to spek.
a commitment to prosocial vatues combined with
the skills, knowledge, and thought processes nee-
essary 1o avoid the temptations and pressures that
lead 1o violence.

“Understanding {thel risk factors [for violencel is
a fiest step toward identifving effective means of
prevention,” write Hawkins and Catalano, whose
“soctal development strategy™ undeties the com-
prehensive approach to serious. violent, and chronic
juvenile offenders advocated by the Office of Juve-
nile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. “Equally
iportant is the evidence that certain protective

Jactors can help shicld youngsters from problems,

If we can reduce risks while increasing protection
throughout the course of young people’s develop:-
ment, we can prevent these problems and promote
ficadthy, pro-social growth."#

The Limitations of Law and
Order

“Whatever happened o deterrence? Whatever
happened to actually careving out severe penalties
[or those who commit heinous erimes?” asked Rep.
Bob stump (R-AZ) in the heat of the 1994 crime
debate?® ~We should not be spending sociul wel-
Fare money out here like this,” echoed Rep. Bill
McCollum (R-FL). "We need 1o put certainty and
swiftness and punishment back into 1the svstem
again, We need to have deterrence of eriminal Liws
in this country, deterrence of crime, which is true
prevention.

“Revolving-door justice,” the fact that many con-
victs serve fae fess time than they are sentenced to,
v at the heart of the argument in 1991 against
devoting scarce public resources o crimie preven
ton. "Our mtion’s criminal justice svstem fachs
credibility becnrse we have failed o provide an
adequuate deterrent to erime and enongh places o
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lock up hardened criminals and throw away the
key. 3 argued Sen. Orrin Hatch (R-UT). now chair-
man of the Senate Judiciary Commitee.

To bolster their case, Hateh and others presented
disturbing information on the failure of courts to
punish criminals severely. For instance, violent
offenders serve on average only 37 percent of the
prison time they are sentenced to. Murderers are
sentenced to an average ol 15 years but serve only
seven; rapists are sentenced to cight years on
average but serve only three®

Such statistics, combined with news stories Gand
political advertisements) depicting scasoned crimi-
nals committing heinous crimes after early release

For the most part. young people
do nol v oid crime from fear of
Jroiishwent They avoid crime ont
ofrespedt forthemselies. concern
Jorothers. a belief intheir future
prospects andaninternal sense of
personal and [)ul)[l'('_@n'ulil)'. De-
veloping this internalized moral

iy, fostering in voung people the
Skills and the weillto ar oid crine. is
{he business of the wwbale connnn

nity and the kevto vouth-orviented

crime prevenlion.

.o

from prison, make a powerful impression on the
voting public. But politics aside, can a national
crime strategy hased solely on increased incarcera-
tion—coupled with other “law and order™ remedies
like the death penalty and widespread waiverstotry
juvenile offenders as adults—make a significant
dent in the American crime problem? A hard look at
the criminological evidence suggests the answer is
no.

Crim¢ and Punishment in California
Between 1984 and 1991, California enacted more
than 1,000 new criminal statutes ¢ither to fengthen
prison sentences or upgrade misdemeanor offenses
to felonies. At the same time, California courls
deamatically intensitied their monitoring of proba-

tioners @and parolees, sending tens of thousands of

convicts back 1o prison. As a result, the state
quadrupled its prison population—{rom 22,500 in
1930 to over 106,000 in 1992—aiving it the Lirgest
prison population and the second highest incarcera-
tion rate (311 prisoners per 100,000 popukition) in
the nation. California spent $3.8 hillion on prison
construction during this period, hoosting the prison
svstem's share of state spending from 2 pereent in

[981-82 0 over6 percentin 1991-92. Yet California’s
crime problem did not improve—cither in absolute
terms or in comparison with other states. Rather,
crime remained stable, with violent crime rates
increasing and property crimes decreasing 32

“The data indicate that the money spent in
California on prison construction was  money
wasted,” writes Franklin Zimring (rom the Univer-
sity of Calilornia, Berkeley. “The almost quadru-
pling of prison capacity scemed o make lide
difference when it came o curhing the rate of
violent crime.™3?

Other studies have been more favorable toward
increased incarceration as @ means ol reducing
crime. According to Michael Block of the University
of Arizonit. the 10 states that increased their prison
populations fastest in the 1980s experienced more
than @ 20 percent decline in overall crime rates,
compared with 4 9 percent increase in the 10 states
wlich increased their incarceration rates the least®

Most researchers draw a different conclusion.
however. "Several recent studies have auempted to
sort out the relationship between imprisonment and
crime.” reports Joan Petersilia, former directorof the
RAND Corporation’s Criminal Justice Program. ~The
rescarch results are surprisingly consistent: Prison
has a marginal crime prevention. incapacitation ef-
feet, but it is not farge enough o reduce overall
crime rates significanthy."%

Perhaps the most compiete information comes
from the National Academy of Sciences Panel on
Understanding and Preventing Violence. “The in-
crements Lo crime control from incapacitation are
modest, even with very farge general increases in
inmate populations,” the Panel found in 1980.%
More recently, the panel reported thae “sentencing
policy became much harsher”™ between 19735 and
1989, “Increases in both a convicted  violent
offender’s chanceof being imprisoned and the aver-
age prison time served il imprisoned at all combined
to canse a near tripling of the expected prison time
served per violent crime.™¥

Yet the number of violent crimes commiued in
America wis the same in 1989 as in 1975—29
million. ~This suggests that by dtself the eriminal
justice response o violence could accomplish no
more than running in place.” the panel found. ~An
effective control strategy must also include prevent-
ing violent events before they happen.™®

The Impact of Incarceration
How can this be? How can increasing the severity
of punishnent and removing more criminads from
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the streets for longer periods of time not make us
appreciably safer? A ook at the criminological
evidence reveals two causes: the impotence of
deterrence. and the weak effeas of incapacitation.

Deterrence. The criminal justice system’s pri-
mary meians of promoting public safety is deter-
rence—preventing crime by discouraging potential
offenders with the threat of punishment. For deter-
rence to be effective, would-be offenders must be
rational in their decision making and see imprison-
ment as an unaceeptable consequence of offending.
Espedcially: within the inner city, real life often meets
neither of these conditions.

“NMuch individual crime (particularly violenr crime)
is an impulsive response o an immediate stressful
situation and is often committed under the influ-
ence of drugs and or alcohol.” Petersilia writes. ~If
crime is highly impulsive, then rationul choice
models, which attempi to convinee the offender that
crime doesn’t pay by increasing penalties. have
limited utility for crime control.™®

This impulsive behavior is colored by the behav-
ioral and moral norms internalized by would-be
offenders during childhood and modeled in their
families. schools, and communities. “By the time
they are teenagers, most linner city] youths have
cither internalized the code of the streets or at least
learned the need o comport themselves in accor-
dance with its rules.” observes Elijah Anderson. =1ts
husic requirement is the display of a certain predis-
position to violence.

“Unfortunately. for oo many youth, violence is

cither the only or the most effective way to achieve
status, respect, and other basic social and personal
needs.” writes Delbert Elliott.

“Prison is most likely o deter i it meets two
conditions,” Petersilin writes, “social standing is
injurcd by the punishment and the punishment is
severe in comparison to the benefits of the crmme, ™!

Unfortunately, for many urban youth neither condi-

tion holds true. “Many strect-oriented  boys are
much more concerned about the threat of sjustice” wt
the hands of a peer than at the hands of potice.”
Anderson finds. "Morcover, many feel not only that
they have litde o lose by going to prison but that
they have something to gain, The toughening up
one experiences in prison can actuatly enhance
one's reputation on the streets, ™2

Incapacitating Criminals. A sccond purpose
for incarcerating criminals is to separare them from
the community and prevent them fron committing

more crime. "1 think ivs fair 1o say that we don't
know how to rehabilitate the serious vepeat offend-
ers.” says James Q. Wilson of the University of
California wt Los Angeles, “so the goal has 1o be: o
protect society and make it clear... that society is not
going to tolerate this behavior by ignoring it or
winking at it,"3

Yet the National Academy of Sciences panel
found the criminal justice system’s increased use of
prison from 1975 to 1989 prevented just 10 o 15
percent of potential violent crimes. 4 The crime-
reducing effects of incarceration are necessarily
limited for several reasons. First, the great majority
of crimes in America never lead to an arrest or
conviction. Of the 34 million crimes committed in
1990, 31 million went unreported or unsolved.*®
Even if those arrested include many chronic offend-
ers, the supply of potential criminal recruits is
scemingly endless in many neighborhoods.  As
Petersilia puts it “the abilite of back-end strategies
(such as imprisonment) o increase public safety is
severely limited because of the replenishing supply
of young people who are entering criminal ca-
reers, 6

This problem is compounded by the poor perfor-
nunce of the criminal justice system in selecting
whom to incarcerate. As young adults, chronic
oftenders often receive light sentences because
criminal court judges and prosecutors are unaware
of offenders’ juvenile records. “In a national survey

V healthy commnity not only ben
efibs voudr e ho ul_’rmul.fluu oy
assels in their /Tuur. but is pean
tcularthy ponervfol an /u'nlulmfi
vl able yodhy o b Dhaee ferees
porSonal asscis (such s strong
Sanadhies ) o then Trres Ne Dol s
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oreanralions  and the goneral
sppport of structiored ool ifies

cre cleavhy inflaential in sheafring o
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of prosecutors, half the respondents said they
normally received little or no juvenile record infor-
mation on cven the most serious young adult
offenders in their jurisdiction,” reports Congres-
sional Quarterly. “When juvenile records were
Aailable, they were often incomplete or arrived too
Lie to affect decistons on whether or not 1o file
~a7

criminal charges. Rather than incapacitating

20
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chronic offenders at the height of their careers,
prison terms are usually imposed when criminal
activity is beginning to taper off. In California, for
instance, while the average age of arrest is 17, the
average age of fisst commitment to prison is 26 and
the median age of new prison admissions is 29—
about the age most criminal careers are coming to
a close 8

Another factor limiting the crime-reducing impact
of incarceration is evidence that imprisonment ulti-
mately increases the criminality of those who serve

time. One recent study followed matched pairs of

offenders (convicted of similar crimes, with similar
demographics and criminal records) who were
sentenced differently-—one to prison, one to proba-
tion. The study found that those sent to prison were
more likely to be arrested over the subsequent three
years than those given probation.*® The eriminogenic
cffects of prison muy be especially strong for youth-
ful oftenders, write Sampson and Laub. "Imprison
ment may have powerful negative effects on the
prospects for future employment and job stability.
In turn. low income, unemployment, and underem-
ployment are themselves linked o heightened risks
of fumily disruption. Through its negative cffects on
male employment, imprisonment may thus lead
through family disruption to increases in future rates
of crime and violenee. 0

Death Penalties and Juvenile Justice

Two other faw and order’ approaches—both
included in the 1994 crime act with bipartisan
support—similarly hold limited promise o reduce
the crime threat: death penaldes, and the wide-
spread use of waivers to try juvenile offenders as
adults.

As has been widely documented. there exists no
credible evidence that the death penalty deters
crime. One recent study, for instance, compared
violent crime rates in 293 pairs of counties that
border along w state line. The analysis found that.
taking into account demographics and other rel-
evant factors, the states” use of the death penaby had
no significant impact on violent crime; in fact.
countics in states where the death penalty is widely
used showed higher rates of violent crime than
those in counties where executions are performed
seldom or not at all 8! The death penalty may be
justificd as an expression of public will, or as fair
punishment for heinous crimes, but it simply does
not nitke our streets safer.

Less understood is another key intent of the new
crime law-—to try increasing numbers of juvenile
oftfenders as adults. Between the carly 19708 and
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1987, the proportion of youthful offenders referred
to adult criminal courts increased from 1 percent to
5 percent. Between 1987 and 1991, the number of
juvenile cases transferred to eriminal courts jumped
another 29 percent nationwide, from 7.000 to 9.000.52
This growing reliance on adult courts is rooted in a
perception that young criminals are being coddled
by a rehabilitation-minded juvenile justice systen.

However, many juvenile justice experts deny that
serious offenders are receiving lenient treatment,
and they argue that diverting youthful offenders
from the juvenile system—particularly nonviolent
offenders—is  counterproductive.

In many states, the sentences meted out by
juvenile courts dire no less severe than those dealt
vouthful offenders in criminal court. In California,
for instance. youth convicted of homicide, kidnap-
ping, robbery. and assault in juvenile courts actually
serve longer sentences than adults and youth con-
victed in criminal court, Youth convicted of homi-
cide senve an average of 60 months, compared with
41 months for those convicted in criminal court.® In
some states, juvenile courts are more lenient. In New
Mexico, for instance. a murderer convicted in
juvenilecourt faces a maximum  sentence of two
years: when convicted as adulis, murderers face a
life sentence or the death penalty,

Overall. "It does not appear that juveniles receive
harsher penalties, on the average. when vansferred
to criminal courts for a broad range of offenses,”
conclude criminologists Dean J. Champion and G.
Larry Mays. Roughly half the juvenile cases uans-
ferred to adult court each year are dismissed for lack
of evidence, Champion reports. Many of the rest are
spared harsh sentences by judges accustomed to
hardened adult criminals. “The kids go from being
big-time juvenile actors to small-time criminal ac-
tors,” Champion says. “The likclihood is they will
get probation, ™

A 1991 study comparing the sentencing of 10-to-
17 year-olds accused of robbery and burglary in
New York and New Jersey found that juveniie courts
were o less severe than adult counts. Moreover, the
study found that youth treated in the juvenile justice
system “were rearrested less often, at a lower rate
and after a longer crime-free period. 8

This outcome confirms the fears of many juvenite
justice advocates: that youth treated as adults, and
patticularly those sentenced to adult prisons, may
be hardened into chronic criminality. Adult prisons
wpically do not provide the types of rehabilitation
programs offered in juvenile detention settings, Yet
the majortty of juveniles waived o adult courts are
not violent offenders: only 41 percent of cases
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transferred to adult courts in 1991 involved crimes
against persons—and not all of these were for
violent crimes.8 Most waivers go to youth accused
of property or drug crimes—yvouth for whom reha-
bilitation is a viable and appropriate option.”

Toward a Comprehensive Approach

Our society has a vital stake in incarcerating
serious violent offenders—adulis or juveniles—
who wreak havoce on our streets. A major goal of
public policy must be o redress the breakdowns—
remaining leniency in state jusenile justice statutes,
and communication gaps hetween juvenile and
crimmal courts—that allow many voung villains to
avaoid long prison terms daring their most destruc-
tive veurs,

However, the fact remains: on their own, incar-
ceration simply cannot effect a significant reduction
in crime. Too few criminals are deterred by the
threat cor reality) of increasing prison terms, and too
muny adolescents are poised 1o replace those who
are shipped off to prison.

Critics of the 199+ crime bill reveled in labeling it
"1 full employment program for social workers.”
Yet the punitive alternative can just as accuragely be
depicted as a full conployment program for construc-
tion workers and prison guards. The costs of prison
construction lone ran to $4.9 hillion in the latest
fiscal yvear 3 and the tib {or housing a juvenile or
aclult prison inmate range from $15.000 to upwards
of $40,000 per vear. In terms of crime reduction, the
potential pay-off from this investment is modest.

“Those wha focus on the criminal justice system
are offering the public a false hope, the hope that if
the cnminal justice system just did its job more
competenthy—and  criminals were punished more
olten and more harshlv—the public would be safe
from most crime.” writes Joan Petersitia. “The
public gets some comfort from statistios showing
that arrests and imprisonments are going up. But it
3+ million crimes are being commitied in this
country and 31 million are never detected, the only
way to truly reduace crime is to find some way to stop
some of the crime from being committed in the first
plice. 8

In the words of Hawkins and Catalano, It is as iff
we were providing expensive ambulances at the
bottom of a ¢liff 1o puck up the voungsters who fall
olf, ruther than buailding a fence at the top of the cliff
10 keep them from falling off in the fiest place.™®

Notes

*  Ruce, on the other hand. does not appear 1o be

a factor in youth's propensity to violence. Though
African-American vouth wend to grow up at far
greater risk than their white peers. Elliott reports that
the ratio of blick-to-white vouth who ever enguge
in violence is only 5-to-4. Blacks are fur more likely
to be arrested than whites, however, and they are
significantly more likely to continue their violence
inte, adulthood.  Ellioti suggests this dispariy is
related 1o blucks greater difficulty finding and
holdling jobs and to their Tower marriage and stable
cohabiting rates. “In essenee, race and poverty are
rehited to suceesstully making the transition out of
adolescence and into adult roles,” he writes.

* In an attempt to address these problems, the

state of Colorado approved model legishation in
1993 requiring that violent youth offenders tages 14-
181 receive aduli-length sentences but serve them in
vouth-only correctional facilities.
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Does it Work?

The Effectiveness of Crime Prevention

“Violence is not a random. uncontrollable. or ineritable occtirrence... Although we acknowledge that the problem
of vivlence involving youth is staggering... there is overwhelming eridence that we can interrene effectively in the
lires of young peopde to reduce or prevent their involeement in violence 0

he iniellectual case for prevention is compel-

ling. Without prevention, we face untold

spending on prison construction and indar-
ceration. vet hold littde hope for meaningful erime
reduction. Pres ntion. on the other hand. appears
to hold significant promise as a complement o the
enforcement approich. We know which kinds of
children are at risk. We undersand what factors can
place them at risk, And we know a good deal about
the protective factors—-the skills: attitudes, supports
and  opportunitics—that can inoculate them from
the dangers of ddinquency.

I prevention programs can use this knowledge
suceessfullyv o address the developmental deficits
that lead toward delinquencey, they will dedivera
significant breakthrough in our nation’s struggle
against cricie. Honot, these programs will pour
taxpavers” moey down the sinkhole of good inten-
tions, validating their critics” warnings.

This chapter examines o broad array of approaches
to reduce crime among unincareeraied vouth at risk
for delinquency: conmuanitv-wide  strategies, be-
havior management an - conflict
arims, redreition progrims, counseling progriams.

resolution pro-
It also examines o ninge of other vouth-oriented
intervena s—some tirgeted 1o assist high risk
failies and children generally . others focused on
development and rehabilitation of adolescents al-
ready involved in crime, and still others targeted o
high 1isk vouth hut not specifically aimed at deline
quency prevention.

This review includes programs that are not based
inn the criminal justice system. Only by examining
such g wide array of programs can this report
dccunntely reflect the vouth deselopment tocus on
Lerting delinquency that s espoused Dy nemy
exnperts. “Programs that adopt o vouth development
orientation... provide adolescents with the full range
ol supports

necessary for them o prepare tor

addulthoodd, Indecd, this is the focus ol the best
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prevention progriams,” wrote Shephend Zeldin and
Howard Spivak in a 1993 paper for the Center for
Youth Development and Policy Studies. “When the
cenvironment engages the adolescent, and provides
him or her with appropriate expericnees (e.g..
sustiained adult relations. cooperative acuvities with
peers. high expectations. responsihility, recreation)
not only is violent behavior prevented. but the
voung person is more likely to move successfully
towurd  adulthood. 8!

Deciphering Prevention’s Record

So what is the record of programs falling ander
this broad  prevention umbrella? Noo unequivocal
answer to this question exists as vet. Delinguencey
prevention programs have never been implemented
on i nussive saile and many have operated on o
shoestring. Many have not been implemented fully
or effectively. and few have been subject to careful
evaltuation.

As recently as 15 or 20 vears ago. the consensus
on delinqueney prevention among leading crimi-
nologists held that nothing works.” Looking at
rehabilitition programs for juvenile offenders, one
widely cited 1974 study found that ~with few
isokited exceptions. the rehabilitative efforts that
have been reported sofar have no appreciable effect
on recidivism. 8 Three yveas later, another scholar
concluded: =The blanket assettion that nothing
works” is an exaggeration. but not by vens much.

since then, however, the conventional wisdom
has reversed. “Within the last decade... o number of
progriims have shown that antisocial behavior can
be reduced with preventive intersentions,” writes
Alun Kizdin ol Yale University. “Improsed resules
appear to have resulted from beter understanding
of the emergence of antisocial behavior, implemen
tation ol comprehensive and protracted mt nen-
tion prog-ams, and more careful evaluation of Tong
term intenention cffecrs, ™
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The Power of Early Intervention. Though most
intervention programs lack  definitive  evaluations
and some have shown themselves to be ineffective,
a number of preventon models have documented
powertul effects cither on adolescent delinquency
or on pre-delinquent behavior among y()'ungcr
children. By far the most dramatic of these are carly
interventions aimed at children Gand their families)
in the first five vears of life.

Participants in the Perry Preschool progriam: in
Ypislanti, Michigan proved far less likely o commit
crimes than a matched control group. for instance.
By age 19. fourteen vears after completing this two-
year program of  ielopmental preschool and
weekly home visits, only 31 percent of participants
had ever been arrested—compared to 51 percent of
the control group. By the time they turned 27, one-
fifth as many Perry participanis as control group
members had been arrested five or more times (7
percent va, 35 pereent), and one-third as many had
been arrested for selling drugs (7 pereent vs. 25
pereent) 8

A home visiting and parent development program
for low-income families in Houston, Texas. also
produced significant results related to delinguency.
The program trained mothers to be more atfection-
ate. more responsive, and less punitive toward their
newborns, Five to eight years later, program chil-
dren exhibited less fighting than a control group,
and they were less disruptive. less impulsive and
less restless—alt behaviors with proven links to
subsequent criminality %€

Likewise, children in the Yale Child Welfare
Project showed significantly less aggression,  dis-
obedience, lving, and cheating than control youth
ten years after their parents took part in a home
visiting program that provided parenting skills and
job counseling. As in other programs, the benefits
of intervention were not limited to - delinquency-
related behavior. At the 10 vear follow-up participat-
ing parents were less welfare dependent. better
cducated. and had fewer children than control
purents; youth were less likely to require special
education.®

In Syracuse, New York. a day care assistance and
home visiting program for poor mothers with pre-
school-age children also produced dramatic resulis.
Longitudinal follow-up tound that ondy 6 percent of
children from families participating in the program
were ever processed injuvenile court, compared
with 22 percent of 1 rindomly assigned  control
group. Morcover, crimes commitied by program
participants were far less serious than those commit-
ted by control group vouth. The average juvenile

justice cost per c¢hild for the preschool home-visit-
ing group wis $180; for control group vouth it was
$1.985.88

Clearly, prevention can curb crime and  delin-
quency. If programs target high risk children and
their parents carly in life. and if they provide
intensive and extended (iwe years or more) coun-
seling, education, and parenting assistance via highly
skilted youth development professionals. preven-
tion cfforts vield powerful reductions in later ag-
gressiveness, delinquency, and criminal behavior.™

What Works for Older Children and Youth?
But the crime prevention agenda does not begin
and end with carly childhood. What is the record of
other intervention  strategies—particularly  those
aimed  directly at adolescent and  pre-adolescent
vouth? Here the record is murkier and more mixed.

In general. prevention programs fall into two
types. The first is strictly preventive. aimed at the
general vouth population in a given community.
The impact of these efforts is difficult to evaluate.
Even if it does help lessen the propensity of teens
toward delinquencey andviolence. most observers
would agree that a new vouth center or recreation
program or 10-day “anger management” unit in the
school health curriculum is unlikely on its own to
reduce the overall juvenile crime rate. And even if
the crime rate does drop, evaluators have no way to
discern for certain whether the program or some
other factor is responsible.

The second tpe of program is intervention, those
efforts aimed at controlling or reversing the problem
behavior of particular vouth. Their impact is some-
what casier to measure. And. though the vast
mgjority of intervention programs are not evaluated
and many evaluations that are undertaken suffer
serious methodological flaws, a number of pro-
grams have been evaluated thoroughly.

Recently, AMark Lipsey of Vanderhilt University
completed a "meta-analysis™ aggregating the find-
ings on 443 intervention programs for which solid
evaluation data are availuble. He reported that
overall. the programs did decrease the delinquency
and recidivism of treated vouth—Dbut only by about
JO percent. That is, i before the program youth had
a 50-50 risk of future delinquency. their chances, on
average. were 45 pereent after participating. “The
answer o the general question ‘Does treatnent
reduce delinquency?’ therefore appears to be Yes,
or average there is a positive effect,”™ Lipsey re-
ported. “But while positive and significant, the
mean effect sizes found here appear relatively

modest. 89
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At first glance, this modest impact might lend
support skeptics. But a closer examination of the
data reveals grounds for substantial optimism. Some
types of programs produced large positive effects;
others demonstrzted no effects or even negative
cffects. ~The best of the wreatment types... show
delinquency effects of meaningful practical magni-
tude,” Lipsey declared ™

What are the churacteristics of cffective delin-
quency prevention programs? How do they differ
from ineffective or counterproductive  programs?
The following pages examine the available evi-
dence. The lessons that emerge are varied and
complex. Yet the general finding is straightforward:
the consensus today is delinquency prevention
programs “can work.” In fact. these programs often
do work—but only when they are intensive, ori-
ented to youth development. multi-dimensional.
carcfully designed. effectively  implemented. and
constantly evatluated with an eye to improving
program performance.

Helping Youth Before
Trouble Starts

This scction examines an array of efforts designed
for the general population of youth, including those
at risk. These include recreation programs: conflict
resolution, mediation. gang prevention and other
school-bused prevention programs:  programs for
academic enhancement. dropout prevention, and
employment training: plus more  comprehensive
initiutives tying several of these components into a
community-wide youth development ‘crime pre-
vention  strategy.

Recreation and Midnight Hoops

As the batle raged on Capitol Hill in 1994, one line
item in the proposed crime bill captured more
attention than any other: $40 million for late night
sports leagues. Though this represented only half of
one percent of prevention's picce of the bill tand
barely one one-thousandth of the entire bilh), Re-
publicans made midnight basketball ~the Willie
Horton of the crime bill.™!

The program became a magnet for rhetorical
grenades. “Presumably kids are supposed to get out
of bed in the middie of the night to go play
hashethall so they won't get involved in crime.”
wrole one commentator in the Wall Street journal.
“Imagine the conversation between two muggers.”
suggested pollster Frank Luntz. “One looks at his
watch and savs to the other, Hey its already 0230,

We'd better get one more mugging in before the
game begins. "7

Yet before receiving their first dime in federal
funding. midnight sports leagues have already spread
1o dozens of cities all over the nation—ofien with
enthusiastic support and cooperation from local Law
enforcement officials. While the impact of these
feagues has not been formally evaluated. there is
evidence that they can indeed reduce crime. The
original league—located in Glenarden, Marvland—
was launched in 19806 afier local officials recognized
that most of the town's ¢ri ¢ occurred between 10
p..and 2 a.m. Glenarden opened its recreational
facilities during these hours, and as a condition for
participation required the players—young men be-
tween 17 oand 26—to attend life skills workshops
and observe a strict code of conduci. Onee the
league started, “There was a 60 percent drop in
drug-related crime.” reports the Prince George's
County police chief. David Alitchell. In the Winton
Hills section of Cincinnati. public housing residents
responded to @ crime epidemic by Launching late-
night and weekend basketball along with other
supervised recreation activities. In the progrim's
first 13 weeks, reported crime dropped by 24
percent.”

Advocates of midnight basketball  mphasize that
their programs are about much more than sports. In
Chicago, for instance, applicants to the league must
first participate in @ month-long “bhoot camp.” then
atiend mandatory life skills workshops after cach
game. Any player who gets in trouble with the law
is expelled from the league. Despite the fact that
many of the 1,200 players who've participated since
1089 have a history of delinquency. only one player
has been banished for criminal @ tivity.”

A Columbia University study of Bovs & Girls Clubs
in public housing project~ provides additional evi-
dence that safe and constiuctive recreational oppor-
tunities  can lessen crime. The study found  that
public housing projects containing a Boys & Girls
Club had ¢rime rates 13 pereent fower than projects
without @ Club. Prevalence of drug activity is 22
pereent lower in projects with a Club. the study
found. while crack presence is 25 pereent lower.
“The influence of Boys & Girls Clubs is nanifest in
[vouths’] involvement in healthy and constructive
cducational. social and recreational activities.” the
study concluded. “Relative o their counterparts
who do not have access to o Club. these youth are
fess involved in unhealthy. deviant and dangerous
activities.” ™ '

No reputable eapert suggests that recreation
Hdone—at midnight or any other hour—can solve
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the urban crime problem. But especially when it is
integrated with education, taining. and other ser-
vices, and when it is offered through community-
hased organizations that provide vouth with formal
and informal counseling, recreation can help reduce
crimee.

School-Based Violence Prevention

Curricuia: Conflict Resolution

Another clement of the 1994 crime prevention
package is conflict resolution. Along with other
short-term, school-based violence prevention cur-
ricula, contlict resolution progriams have swept the
country in recent vears and become o standard
teaching ol in thousands of middle schools and
high schools. Though these curricula have not been
damned like midnight basketball, they oo are a
matter of some CONFOVETSY,

In the winter of 1993, Johns Hopkins University
violence prevention scholar Daniel Webster pub-
lished an articte in the journal, Health Affais.
entitled: “The Unconvineing Case for School-Based
Conflict Resoldtion Programs for Adolescents.”
Despite the fact that he had previous:y participated
in designing and evaluating such programs, Webster
pronounced himself “skeptical that existing conflict
resolution programs cn reduce interpersonal vio-
lence."®

Chances are “remote.” Webster wrote, that “ado-
lescent conflict resolution carricula, in the absence
of changes in families and conmunities, will pro-
duce significant reductions in serious injuries result-
ing from violence.” Maost classroom curricula ad-
dressing other adolescent health visks Gie., sub-
stunce abuse, ween pregnancy, TV ATDS) have not
cifected substantial or sustained behavior change,
he asserted. Webster also cited prefiminary evalua-
tons of three high profile conflict resolution cur-
riculi—two of which scemed to produce little
mpact. And Webster reasoned thar most existing
contlict resolution curricula are developmentatly
and cultarally ill-sunted o inner city adolescents and
iH-cquipped to nuarhe d significant impact on vouths'
behavior.

Reaction to the aticde was vehiement. Four rebut-
tls appeared in Health Affans condemning the
integrity: and the accurey of Webster's analvsis,

Thev faulted Webster for equating “absence of

evidence™ with - evidenee of absence.” naoting that
conflict resolution’s unproven record is the result of
unfinished program evaluations ruther than docu-
mented program Lailures. The critics also lashed o
At Webster lor failing o achnowledge his past
aHiliation waith one o the progruns criticized And

they noted that two of the three modets reviewed Ty

Webster have since vielded additonal evaluation
data--both showing positive impacts on - partici-
pants” attitudes woward violence aad skills in avoid-
ing it.”7

such short-tern, self-reported changes may or nor
not translate into reductions in o aggressive and
violent behavior. however. And in the absence of
controlled long-term outcome evatuations, the im-
pact of conflict resolution remains a0 matter for
debate. Webster is not alone in voicing doubts,
“School officials are responding fto serious violence
by and against adolescent students] by adding
violence prevention programs— often @ commer:
cially available coff-the-shelf” package—io their
schools™ already overcrowded  curricula,”  Mare
Posner of the Education Development Center wrote
recently in the flarvard Education Letter. ™ William
Dejong of Harvard University added in Zealth
Affairs thmi—like the recreation programs discussed
curlier—school-based  cducation programs alone
cannot address the deeply rooted problem of youth
violence plaguing our nadon... Changing the social
norms that sustain violent hehavior will require a
broad-hased  ceffort involving families, the nurss
medin, and entire communitics.”™”®

“Violence prevention may prove most effective
when itis one of @ number of services offered as part
of a full-service school’,” Posner suggested 8 One
program that has wken this message o heart s
Resolving Conflicts Creatively (RCCD, Dased in Brook-
Iy, New York. This yvear-long program—which
now involves £000 teachers and 120,000 students in
230schools—teaches students skills and wehnigues
o resolve conflicts peaceably, encotrages teachers
tGogrant students a0 mesure of control in the
classroom, and empowers some students as “peet
mediatons™ o find peaceful solutions to classmates’
disputes. Aiming o change the overall school
cnvironment, RCC provides extensive and ongoing
teacher educition. and it has begun training parents
to lead workshops and involve other parents in the
RCC process 8!

In a 1990 evaluation, ~0 percent of participating
teachers reported that the progrim reduced  ciass-
room violence and name-calling, Many students,
too. said they engaged in fewer fist fights and less
name calling following  participation. While  that
evaluation did not measure long-term impacts on
students” out-ol-school hehavior Gr more thorough
cvabiattion is in progress) the preliminany results and
the  CCs subsequent improse nents saggest that
this progrant has significant potential to aler sta-
dents” attitudes about conflict and their conduct.#2
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Other School-Based Programs. A number of
other school-based prevention programs have lsa
shown encouraging it not yet definitive results.
Severdl cities have been offering gang prevention
curricula in recent years to dissuade young students
from gang participation. In Paramount, California,
the local human services department developed i
13-part “Alternatives to Gang Membership™ curricu-
lum that its stall” delivers cach year 1o fifth grade
students. The carriculum which has been replicated
in a4 number of other Cadifornia communitics and in
Hawaii, is reinforced by an cight-session follow-up
for seventh graders, 1t also includes parent and
community awareness meetings.

A post-program evaluation found that prior o the
program 50 percent of the students were undecided
about joining a gang; by program’s end 90 percent
were opposed 1o joining one. Follow-up studies
have found that students continued to report anti-
ging attituddes years later, and most say they have
not joined a gang. Rescarchers warn that these data
should be taken with a grain of salt, however. “Self
reports about gang membership have serious prob-
lems,” concludes the Education Development Cen-
ter, as students may be biased by their desire to give
the sright™ answer 8

Peer mediation programs have reportedly re-
duced the amount of fighting in schools and im-
proved the learning climate. School authorities in
Charlote, North Carolina credit iheir program with
reducing assaults by and against students by 50
percent. A New York-hased program has reportedly
reduced the number of suspensions for fighting in
participating schools by 50-70 percent since it was
introduced 10 years ago.8 These programs have not
heen subject 1o rigorous evaluation, however. "Al-
though peer mediation has intuitive appeal,” pre-
vention scholars report, tits efficacy has simply not
been determined. ™

Another school-hased madel is Taw-Related Edu-
cation (LRE)Y. Aspects of LRE have been adopted by
schonls in at least 40 states, The coneept is simple:
voung people who understand the faw and its
benefits to them are more likely to respect and obey
it. Activities for students in elementary through high
school grades  include mock trials, interactive class-
TOOM CXereises, visits to courtrooms, and work in
the community with fawyers, judges and police. In
one  evaluation, ninth-grade students in an £.RE
course (aught one class pertad per day for an entire
semester) reported significantdy less delinquent
behavior than those in i control group. 1t is not clear
whether this improvement sustained  itself over
time, however, or ranshted into reduced violenee
in the community %

Summing Up: School-Based Prevention Cur-
ricula. Despite the sharp attacks they leveled against
him, none of Webster's critics challenged his con-
tention that: “Brief interventions that are not rein-
forced outside the immediate training environment
aimnot be expected to aker difficult-to-change be-
havior. ™8 Posner concluded that =u ten-session
prevention course cannot overwhelm the depriva-
tions of a life of poverty or the pressures toward
violence in the world outside school.”

Yet, “while violence prevention programs are not
the solution.” Posner continued. “carcefully  de-
signed. targeted, and implemented  programs with
good teacher training and technical support can be
puart of the solution.™ Webster, too, conceded that
“well designedeurricula coulde.. be useful compo-
nents of more comprehensive community-wide
strategices that involve parents, community leaders,
mass media, advocacy, and law enforcement. 8

Preparing Youth For Adulthood:
Education and Training in High-Risk
Communities

Completing an education and miaking @ success-
ful entry into the Tabor market are critical variables
in the delinquency equation. “Prevention of delin-
quencey appears to be embedded in the prevention
of school failure,” wrote Joy Drvfoos in 1990, “The
acquisition of hasic skills appears to be a primary
component of all prevention.™® Joblessness, like-
wise, is frequently cited as a key contributor to crime
in depressed communities.

I vouth stay in school and fearn, and if they are
able to make a successful transition from school to
work, their chances of succumbing 1o crime and
delinqueney will be minimal. Thus, the conven-
tional wisdom suggests, programs to enhance aca-
demic achievement and foster gainful employment
become cenual o fulfilling the crime prevention
agenda,

But what is the record of education and training
programs for at risk youth in reducing delinquency
and crime? The uanswer is at best mixed,

Educational Interventions. On one hand. re-
scarch finds that education and  delingqueney are
closely intertwined. Two  educational variables—
poor veading achicvement sand weak commitment
to school—uare particularly strong predictors of
future delinquency. And carly school failure is one
of the key carly warning signs of future  delin-
quency.

Morceover, several intenention programs for at-
risk students have proven successtul in redressing
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basic skill deficits and promoting school comple-
ton. Tite 1, the federal government's main remedial
or compensatory education program for schools
serving disadvantaged communities, has been shown
to improve participants’ reading and math scores by
15-20 percent compared with similar needy youth 80
Computer-assisted  remedial instruction, like  that
provided in hundreds of learning centers nation-
wide through the Comprehensive Competencies
Program, has generated even more impressive re-
sults—Dboosting achicvement test scores by 1.0 grade
level in reading and 1.4 grade levels in math for
every 28 hours of instruction.®!

To date. however, there s little evidence that
academic skills remediation has a direct effect on
adolescents” propensity to crime and violence. Ac-
cording to Anne Dryden Witte of Wellesley College
and Florida International University, “If education is
to have a major crime-reducing impact. it appears
that the impact will arise from educational programs’
socializing and supervisory roles not from  their
primary educitional activities.™ In short. vouth at-
risk for delinquency have a more immediate need
for support and discipline than they have for aca-
demic skills.

So-called -alternative schools™ offer one method
for educators to enhance the socialization and
supervision of high-risk vouth. These programs
typically work with a small number of students and
provide individual attention, self-paced instruction,
peer counseling, feadership training, parental in-
volvement, and a student-centered climate. A study
of 17 such progrums found that they promoted
“grcater salety, reduced teacher victimization, and
less delinquency.™®3

Dropout prevention is another widespread strat-
cgy. Most school districts engage in some efforts to
promote school completion, often with modest
resources and to littde effect. But the Ford Founda-
tion-supported Quuntum Opportunities  Program
(QOP) demonstrates the potential impact of inten-
sive and well-conceived  dropout  prevention. In
cach of five cities, QOP provided counseling. aca-
demic enhancement, life skills instruction. commu-
nity service projects, and financial incentives to 25
welfare dependent students throughout their high
school years, Compared to randomly assigned con-
trol groups. QOP participants were S0 percent more
likely to graduate high school on time, 150 percent
more likely to attend postsecondary schools, and
one-third tess likely to have children. In addition,
QOP participants were almost 50 percent less likely
to be arrested during the four years of the program.®

] n

Probably the most important educational inter-
ventions, however, are those that improve the
overall environment of entire schools. School re-
structuring is about much more than delinquency
nrevention, of course. Yet improving the school
environment can be a critical step toward improving
yvouth's attachment to school and their motivation o
learn—both critical factors in determining the pro
pensity to crime and violence.

Before James Comer of Yale University initiated
fundamental restructuring at Brennan-Rodgers and
King elementary schools in New Haven 20 years
ago. the schools™ achievement levels (two to three
years below natonal norms) were among the city's
worst. The student population at the schools was
overwhelmingly poor. and more than 50 percent
came from welfare dependent families. Comer's
process to break the cycle of underachievement
included three central components: (1) a new
management team. led by the principal and includ-
ing teachers. parents. counselors and other school
staff, was empowered to set overall policy for the
school: (2) parental involvement in the school was
increased dramatically, with parents being recruited
to organize school events and to serve as classroom
assistants; and (3) focused intervention was pro-
vided for children who displayed emotional, behav-
ioral or academic problems.

The process worked. The schoois which once fell
at the bottom of New Haven's 33 elementary schools
ranked third and fourth best by 1984, Despite the
high risk student body, attendance rates at King ross
to best in the city in the carly "80s. Moreover,
reported Comer, *We haven't had a serious behav-
ior problem in the schools we're involved in over a
decade.” The Comer model has now heen repli-
cated in several other cities around the country, also
with excellent suceess.®® And several other school
change models have also produced promising re-
sults. Though no data have been reported measur-
ing the impact of these impressive school change
programs on subsequent delinguency, research
shows clearly that carly school failure and behavior
problems are important precuarsors to adolescent
crime and violence.

Job Training Programs. As the Crime Bill worked
its way through the legislative process in 1994, there
was initial bipartisan agreement on the need for
increased opportunities for job training leading to
ceonomic self-sufficiency. Supporters successfully
urged that residential boot camps include education
and training programs for aon-violent youth offend-
ers and that the states model their curriculum after
the 30-year-old Job Corps. A neighborhood. com-
munity wide “saturation model"™—Y.E.S., Youth
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Employment and Skills, offering youth employment
training coordinated with other essential support
services—passed both houses of the Congress. In
the frenzied. clection-eve struggle over alleged
“pork” in the Crime Bill's conference report, how-
cver, Y.ES, was eliminated.

Despite widespread political support for employ-
ment training for youth,” there are no recent long-
term evaluation studies of large-scale and compre-
hensive inter sentions such as Job Corps or the
newer Youth Fair Chance (Titde IV-H of the Job
training Partnership Acn, although studies of both
are underway,”™

What few evaluations do exist focus on measur-
ing onhy "carning guains™ and are usually tor short-
term, quick-fix, skills training programs—tive months
or less in duration. Not surprisingly. evaluations of
these short-term progrims have not found signifi-
cant increases in participant carnings or reduced
risks of delinquency among adolescents. “The
relationshipbetween lack of employment and crime
or drug usc found among adults does not seem to
hold for adolescents.” concludes the Office of
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, “Work-
ing youth have levels of delinquency and drug use
equal to or higher than their nonworking counter-
parts.”% A recent national evaluation of the Job
Training Partnership Act also found that participat-
ing youth had higher reported arrests than non-
JTPA youths in a control group.%”

The migration of jobs away from inner city areas
has been a key factor in the demise ol many
communities and the attendant rise in violent crime
over the past 30 years.®8 Ultimately. reducing crime
will depend on fae greater availability of good jobs
and adequate preparation for well-paying careers.
Short-term. narrowly-focused  youth employment
training programs have not proven to be an effective
vehicle for achieving those goals. Broader, devel-
opmental, community-wide interventions—advo-
cated by many youth employment experts—have
vet to be subject to meaningful evaluation.

Multi-Dimensional, Community-Wide
Prevention

The most successful of prevention programs do
not fit neatly into a single program category. They
are not strictly vecreation programs, or conflict
resolution, or remedial education or job training.
Rather. most programs with impact are multi-dimen-
stonal: they intervene simultancously on several
fronts to address participants” varied necds, tap their
hidden potential, provide them individualized at
tention  from caring wdutis—be they  counselors,

2

w

coaches, teachers, youth agency stff, or volunteer
mentors.

Thus, the best school-based violence prevention
pregrams supplement  classroom  instruction with
outreach to parents and members of the community.,
Recreation programs affect behavior most when
they provide counseling and life skills training as
well as sports and arts and crafts. “The use of
multicomponent programs is reasonable because
many  high-risk behaviors and conditions co-oc-
cur,” writes Alan Kazdin of Yale University, "Nar-
rowly focused and-or brief programs would aot be
expected to have significant and enduring impact.
Moreover, multiple components may be requirad to
address the many influences (Family, peers, media)
that may unwittingly promote or contribute to at-
risk behavior.™®®

Community-Wide Action. In fact. many experts
helieve that the greatest potential for prevention lies
not in any single program, multi-dimensional or
otherwise, but in acomprehensive, community-
driven continuum of programs—what Hawkins and
Catalano have dubbed a “communities that care”
strategy. "Because community approaches are likely
to invohe a broad spectrum of individuals, groups,
and organizations, they create a greater base of
support for behavior change,” they write. “The
community-wide focus creates a unique synergy:
the whole is greater than the sum of its parts.”1%

A recent study by the Scarch Institute in Minne-
apolis demonstrates the cracial contribution of a
community’s environment to the delinquency of
vouth. Investigators interviewed young people and
assessed them as “vulnerable”, “average”, or “high-
asset” based on their answers to 30 questions about
family, school, peers, and personal habits and
heliefs, Investigators also rated communities as
healthiest, average, or least healthy based on the
percentage of 9th-12th grade youth engaged in at-
risk behaviors (e, tobacco, alcohol, ilticit drugs,
sex, anti-social behavior, ete.). Though the study
looked at primarily white, middle class areas in the
Midwest, its findings are instructive: In all commu-
nity types, vulnerable youth are more likely than
other youth to engage in risky or delinquent behay-
iors. However, vulnerable youth in the healthiest
communities are far less apt to engage in at-risk
behaviors than vulnerable youth in least healthy
communities.

“A healthy community not only benefits youth
who already have many assets in their favor, but is
particularly powerful in protecting vulnerable youth
who have fewer personal assets (such as strong
families) in their lives.” the study found. “Schools,
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churches and synagogues, youth organizations, and
the general support of structured activities are
clearly influential in shaping a healthy community
for youth. 1%

“Rather than simply zooming in on single seg-
ments of society,” the Scarch Institute concluded,
“its time 1o pull back to w wide-angle view and
examine how whole communities have an impact
on youth, both positively and negatively. 192

One city that has acted on this belief is Fort Myers,
Florida, which used a $1.7 million federal grant o
implement its comprehensive "Suceess Through
Academic and Recreational Support™ (STARS) pro-
gram for high risk youth ages Vi-14. The program,
developed through a city-wide planning process
and involving a dozen public and private agencies,
provides a variety of academic enrichment. orga-
nized recrcation, and other adtivities. Since STARS
began. juvenile crime rates have declined for three
consecutive years in Fort Myers —with the overall
rate falling by almost one-third. Among 11 and 12
year-old offenders city-wide, the rate of repeat
criminal behavior dropped 6423 percent. For 13 and
I+ year-olds the rate dropped 26.3 pereent. “As the
mayor of a city that totally committed itself to using
recreation and academic support as the vehidle for
combuating violent juvenile crime, 1 ean tell you first
hand that it works,” said Fort Myers Mayor Wilbur
Smith. 193

As one of seven cities participating in the ‘Texas
City Action Plin to Prevent Crime, San Antonio.
Texas has also employed a comprehensive. commu-
nity-wide prevention approach to excellent effect.
Its approach includes recreation and academic en-
richment for youth in after-school programs, new
anti-crime partnerships between  community resi-
dents and police Gindluding training for city resi-
dents in community policing techniques), and new
penaltics—both for youth aned their parenis—when
vouth under 17 carry weapons, paint graffin, or
viokite a curfew banishing them trom the streets
duting Lue night or school hours, bn the first year
alter this approach was implenmented, San Antonio

saw @ 10 pereent drop in criminal arrests for juve-
niles and a 50 percent drop in jinenile victimiza-
tion.'%

Incorporating Youth Leadership and Service.
One of the more innovative features of the San
Antonio  program is a “Leadership Program for
Teenage Girls™ in eight middle schools. Rather than
merely keep vouth -off the streets™ and ~fix”
problem behaviors, Sun Antonio leaders elected o
recognize and cultivate young people's desire and
capacity to contribute. Their program reflects a
growing understanding among prevention and youth
development experts that, in the words of Hawkins
and  Catalano, ~children must be provided  with
opportunitics to contribute o their community.,
their school. their family and their peers.™1%

Another demonstration of this philosophy comes
in the National Crime Prevention Council's “Teens,
Crime, and the Community™ (TCC) program, in
which vouth learn crime prevention techniques and
apply the knowledge in community service projects
addressing crime problems in their schools and
neighborhoods. An evaluation of the program found
that in addition to providing vatuable service to their
communities, participating vouth know more about
how to avoid becoming crime victims and are less
likely 1o exhibit attitudes associated with delinguent
behavior or to asseciate with delinquent peers. 1%

Probably the nation's most widespread ween com-
munity service initiative is "Youth As Resources”
(YAR). developed and administered by the National
Crime Prevention Council. Forty-five thousand youth
participated in 39 YAR programs between 1987 and
1993, including many from high risk as well as
middle class neighborhoods. Among vouth residing
in juvenile detention or foster care settings who
participate in YAR, 91 percent report that they feel
proud or very proud of their efforts. and 87 pereent
feel that they have helped someone or something, '
“Research is clear that 2 sound sense of self=esteem
is a0 key to averting self-destructive behaviors like
delinquency and drug use,” writes National Crime
Prevention Council excecutive director, Jack
Calhoun.'® “If there's one thing kids in the treat-
ment system... have in common,” Cathoun says.
“it's that they don't feel they have anvthing to
contribute, 7109

Another impressive groap of programs employs a
“teen empowerment” modet to attack the problems
ol urban crime directly. These programs rely on paid
youth organizers—including many from high risk
hackgronnds—to sponsor events and activities for
other neighborhood youths and engage their peers
in a process to address common concerns, When it
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wis first developed in Somerville, Massachusetts in
the 1970s, Teen Empowerment was credited by
focal police with helping to reduce crime rates. The
model has since been replicated in nine other
Massachusetts communities, as well as a 15-site city-
wide initiative in Louisville, Kentucky. '

In April 1994, Teen Empowerment youth orga-
nized and ran o day-long “peace conference” for
600 vouth in Boston's South End area where gang
members and other feuding vouth agreed o resolve
lingering disputes. In August 1994, 200 youth and
aduttis—including members of rival gangs—joined
in a Teen Empowerment peace march.!™ Though
Teen Empowerment has not been evatuated for-
mally. its impact is widely appreciated. Commenting
on former Boston Mavor Raymond Flyan's choice to
cut funding for Teen Empow-rment in the Lae
1980s, the Boston Globe editorialized that the city
“lost valuable vears in identifyving and training those
neighborhood adolescents who are best able o
exert positive social controb over their peers... The
South End-based nonprofit Teen Empowerment
organization... remains an untapped resource. ™2

As o multi-agency Tederal task foree on violence
concluded in January 1994, Quite simply, the
problems of vouth violence and high-risk behavior
will never be solved without the leadership and
active involvement of young people themselves, ™13

Coupling Youth Initiatives with Community
Policing. Perhaps the most impressive crime pre-
vention demonstrations o date have been in it
jes—like San Antonio—that incorporate youth-ori-
ented prevention programs into larger community-
driven anti-crime initiatives. Lansing. Michigan re-
duced crime by 60 pereent in two troubled neigh-
borhoods after opening a0 “neighborhood network
center” fed jointdy by a community police officer
and representatives of a social service ageney and
local schools. Initially, the effort focused on coordi-
mating responses to drug dealing, vandalism, tru-
ancy ., open consumption of alcohol, feuding among
families. and child abuse. An extensive vouth pro-
gram soon beaime central to the initiative—begin-
ning with 2 club for ten boys in the Sth grade, then
expanding o girls and involving both the Boy and
Girl Scouts of America and Big Brothers Big Sisters,
Also, the Neighborhood Network Center frequently
supervises delinguent Lansing, vouth sentenced 1o
community  service-—helping them develop work
skitls and build @ sense of community: ownership
and attachment.™

In Norfolk, Virginia, the Poiice Assisted Commu-
nity I'nforcement program (PACE) likewise forged
4 new  partnership between community police,

31

human service agencies, and local citizens to serve
six troubled public housing projeces and four other
high crime neighborhoods. Athletic feagues were
formed to give young people the opportunity to
participate in team sports, and a Notfolk Youth
Forum was organized to provide opportunity for
250 high school students o speak out and propose
solutions to community problems that affect them.
Through these youth efforts, combined with stepped
up community-aided law enforcement and en-
hanced social services, PACE led to a 29 percent
drop in crime in the 10 trgeted neighborhoods and
a citvwide reduction in violent crime.'®

Summing Up: The Case for Prevention
While more and more communiticrs throughout
America are hunching comprehensive, jurisdiction-
wide strategies o promote prevention,  SUCCesses
like those in Norfolk, Lansing, San Antonio and Fort
Myers are not vet the norm in crime prevention.

Ruather. vouth-oriented  prevention efforts have
produced a mixed bag of results. Experience shows
that some prevention programs work well and really
do seem o reduce crime and delinquency. Others
reduce problem behaviors in the short-term but may
or may not result in reduced criminality over time.
still other programs simply don’t work—producing
no immediate or long-term reduction in delinquent
conduct.

Given the deep psyehological and sociological
roots of delinquency, and given the farge and
heterogenceous target population served by
underfunded  prevention programs, these mixed
results are hardly surprising. Prevention is no picee
of cake.

But in light of the vemendous economic and
social costs our nation is liable o incur by proceed-
ing only with law-and-order approaches 1o crime.
the many promising offorts presented here provide
more than sufficient testimony to prevention's po-
tential, A concerted national effort to build on and
replicate effective prevention models would seem
an excellent investment.

Treating Troubled Youth

This section examines targeted interventions for
vouth already exhibiting problem nehaviors, in-
cluding shock incarceration, individual and group
counseling, ouwtdoor adventures, behavioral and
atitudinal training, and family-hased interventions.
Itoalso reviews o variety of developmental and
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rehabilitative  treatments and  dispositions for al-

ready convicted juvenile offenders.

Prevention can work. By engaging children and
thedr tamilies carly in life o set them on a trajectory
toward healthy development, by providing recre-
ational and educational opportunities ticd to caring
adults in prosocial environments, by teaching con-
flict resolution, mediation, and cther social skills
and tying these skills into the context of youths'
every day lives, and by linking these efforts together
in comprehensive community partnerships against
crime, prevention programs are finding ways to help
keep kids out of trouble.

But on their own, these initiatives are not suffi-
cient. *It is unlikely that primary prevention will he
unequivocally successful across the full range of at-
risk behaviors and that contribute to
aggression.” writes Yale's Alan Kazdin, '8

conditions

A significant disadvantage of primary prevention
programs is that they typically consist of a uniform
intervention provided to all members of a given
population.” explain University of Hlinois at Chi-
cago prevention scholars Tolan and Guerra, writing
with Rodney Hammond of Wright State University.,
“The general orientation and short duration of most
programs suggests that they may have only limited
impact on changing the behavior of more serious
and chronicadly violent youth,” Guerra. Tolan and
Hammond conclude. "It is likely that such programs
are most benceficial for adolescents who  display
milder forms of age-typical aggressive and antisocial
hehavior, ™17

Given the great danger to public safety posed by
a small number of seriously violent children and
vouth, targeted interventions are also required 1o
help (or push) high risk youth off of the pathway o
chronic crime and violence. *Itis unlikely that youth
who have progressed from childhood aggression to
more serious and habitual adolescent violence will
respond to broad-based educational and. or social
development programs.” write Guerra, Tolan and
Hammond. Treatment programs, on the other hand,
“target those individuals who shiould bene’it most
from the services. Not only are overall costs re-
duced. but programs can be nilored more specifi-
cally to the needs of the targeted group, '8

What works and doesn't work in the treatment of

aggressive and delinquent behavior among youth?
The record reveals several clear findings—both for
and against the use of spedific treatment approaches.
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Family Therapy and Parental Skills
Training

Interventions focused on the family systems of
problem youth have proved a powerful weapon for
addressing delinquent and aggressive conduct. Sev-
cral family-oriented treatment strategies have dem-
onstrated strong and lasting positive effects on even
highly disturbed youth. As the Office of Technology
Assessment reports, “Several studies have shown
that. in the <hort term, family svstems approaches
cut recidivism setee by half in comparison withmore
traditional forms of psychotherapy... and no-treat-
ment comparison groups and have a greater impact
on child and family functioning than other types of
therapy. e

Functional Family Therapy is one model with
proven results. This approach aims o identify
unhealthy patterns of interaction within the family.
then provide family members remedial instruction
in communication, negotiation,  probleni-solving,
and other family management skills. In o carefully
controlled study. functional family therapy (FFT)
lowered the recidivism rates of delinquent youth up
to 18 months after treatment, while siblings of
treated youth showed significantly lower rates of
delinquency two and one-half years after treat-
ment.'® FET also showed positive results working
with 30 chronic adolescent offenders with an aver-
age record of 20 prior offenses cach. After being
treated with FFT, 40 percent were not subsequently
charged with a criminal offense. compared with
only 7 pereent of a matched sample of chronic
offenders receiving traditional treatment, 12!

Parent Management Training is another model
that has documented strong effects. One experi-
ment training the parents of 3-8 year-oid children
with conduct problems yielded significant improyve-
ments in child behavior in comparison with control
group vouth, and the changes had persisted ond
year after treatment. Overall, 67 1o 78 percent of the
children whose parents received the training re-
turned to a normal range of behavior.?2 Other
studies have also documented the effectiveness of
parent training.

While most rescarch has focused on vounger
children ages 3-12, recent studies have found parent
training cffective with older adolescents as well. In
one study working with parents of 55 boys (mein
age o who had committed at least two offenses,
vouth in the treatment group committed  signifi-
cantly fewer offenses than control group youth
during the treatment year and spent significantly
fewer davs incarcerated during both the treatment
vear and the following year'23

&
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Another promising family intervention strategy is
Multisystenmic Family Therapy (MST). In this model,
family therapy and parent training are combined
with assistance 1o help families address practical
problems. The eeported re- s are dramatic: In one
study, youths receiving MST were arrested about
twor-thirds as often as control group youth, and MST
vouths spent an average of 73 fewer days incarcer-
ated than conural vouths in the 39 weeks after
referral o the program. Overall, 38 percent of the
MST vouth were arrested following treatment, com-
pared with 38 percent of vouth receiving conven-
tional services.'?

“There is clear evidence that family-targeted inter-
ventions that focus on improving parent behavior
management skills, promoting emotional cohesion
within the fanuly, and aiding family problem solving,
are effective,” Tolan and Guerra conclude. “{Family
rreatment] has the most evidence for effectiveness
fof any reatment modatiny]. 712

Cognitive and Behavioral Skills Train-
ing

If family therapies have “the most evidence™ of
cffectiveness of any approach for reating delin-
quency, then cognitive and behavioral skills train-
ing ranks sccond.

It is as if we were providing ex
pensite umlfulum os dl the hottom
of a 1'7/_'// to prick uprthe yonngsters
nho fall off. vather than building o

Jence at the tofy of the Jdiff to keep
thenr frome falltng off n the frist
place

Hawkins and Calalano

Psychological rescarch has found that aggressive
and delingquent vouth typically displtay thought
patterns far different than other youth. As Kazdin
explains, "Aggression is not merely triggered by
environmential events, but rather by the way in
which these events are pereeived and processed.™28

Delinquents tend 1o be deficient in identifying
nonviolent solutions o conflict situations and fore-
secing the consequences of violent actions. They
tend (o act impulsively, unable o control anger and
other emotions. In many ambiguous social situa-
tions. they attribute hostile intentions when none is
intended. Many delinquent and rrouble-prone youth
Aso hold attitudes and heliefs justifying the ase ol
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aggression; many derive self-esteem and improve
their self-images through aggressive behavior, '

In recent vears, a host of programs has been
developed and tested to redress these gaps in social
problem-solving  skills. Several approaches have
documented  positive  crime-prevention effects.

One method is social perspective-taking, in which
detinquent vouth are asked o develop, act out and
critique skits related to real-tife conflict situations. In
one study of social perspective-tiking conducted in
the carly 1970s, 15 serious juvenile offenders met in
small groups three hours per day over ten weeks.
Compared with control groups, these youth im-
proved their social perspective skills and signifi-
cantly reduced recidivism for up to 18 months after
treatment. 28

A dosely related method is moral reasoning
training. Here, oo, the effects have been positive,
“Behavior disordered”™ Zth through 10th grade
students who were randomly assigned to weekly
small group discussions about moral dilemma situ-
ations received fewer disciplinary actions and had
fewer police contacts than similar students assigned
to @ control group. Treatment and control youth
continued to diverge one year after the program was
completed.'?®

Another often-used strategy is anger manage-
ment or self-control training, but here the research
evidence s less conclusive. Since 1983 Arnold
Goldstein and his colleagues in Syracuse, New York
have been developing. testing and packaging for
replication a process called “Aggression Replace-
ment Training”™ (ARTL In a 1989 monograph they
presented  data finding that ART  dramatically re-
duced the recidivism of youth recendy released
from detention.™ However, a 1994 rescarch review
by Tolan and Guerra dismisses these findings and
complains instead that “the evaluation of its effects
has been minimal and results are not promising in
terms of reductions in aggressive and violent behav-
iop. 131

Social problem-solving typically combines sev-
eral cognitive hehavioral skill training techniques.
In a 1987 study by Kazdin and colleagues, 7-13 year-
old children hospitalized for uncontolled  aggres-
sion and antisocial behavior were trained by thera-
pists to apply prosocial skills in their interpersonal
interactions. Compared to children receiving con-
ventional psychotherapy or simple play therapy,
these children showed  signilicant hehavioral im-
provements. '

In a number of studies wulv ingitutionalized
delinquents, social problem-solving programs have
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reduced criminal condudt. After vouthful offenders
and their parents in one study were trained in
interpersonal and problem-solving skills, recidivism
rates dropped to barely half those of a control group
(2-1.3 pereent versus 12,7 percent), and those who
did recidivate committed less serious offenses than
did recidivating control youth. '3

Tolan and Guerra atribute these successes to the
programs” broad scope: “The efficacy of social
problem-solving programs may be tied to the fact
that they typically are more comprehensive in scope
than other cognitive interventions and frequently
include training in sclf-conwrol, anger management,
perspective-taking, and atitude change." 3

Shock Incarceration

The most popular approach in recent times for
straightening out wavward vouth has been “shock
incarceration.” better known as boot camps. Since
the first correctional boot camp opened in Okla-
homa in November 1983, the idea has spread like a
wild fire. Today, 30 states and 10 localities operate
hoot camps. as does the federal government.'

“Born in the first wave of official desperation over
hooming prison popukations in the 1970's and carly
30's. bhoot camps were supposed o take young
criminals, most of them first-time offenders who
were engaged in nonviolent acts like burglary and
drug dealing, and shock them back into good
hehavior.” explains the New York Times. ~Several
months of tough treatment, of minute-by-minuate
supervision by uncompromising drill instructors,
would instill discipline and @ desire never o repeat
the experience or, perhaps worse vet, be sentenced
to u regular prison. 136

Unfortunately, the strategy does not work. Out-
come research has consistently found  that the
recidivism rates of boot camp - graduates are no
better than those of convidts sentenced o tradi-
tional prisons. Doris Mackenzie and Chiire Sosdryal
ol the University of Marvland recently completed
the most comprehensive study to date, evaluating
the hoot camp programs of ¢ight states. ~The impact
ol boot camp programs on offender recidivism is at

best negligible,” they found.

Despite these chilling results, boot camps have
retained their popularity among lawnukers, {ucled
by countiess nevespaper and television accounts ~in
which heavily perspiring, straining lawbreakers are
endlessly drilled, routacly shouted at and un-
cquivocally required to undertake drug and alcohol
reluthilitation, do - schoolwork and perform: Lihao
like highway cleanup.”™ But however photogenic
and politically appeading, boot camps cannot ¢s-

cape their disappointing record. As the MacKenzie
study concluded: 1f success is mersured in terms of

recidivism alone, there is little evidence that the in-
prison phase of boot camp programs have been
successful, 198

Boot camps” apparent failure echoes the experi-
ence of another popular intervention for young,
first-time offenders: “Scared Straight.™ In that pro-
gram, rather than being subjected to the rigors of
intensive physical training at the hands of a drill
sergeant. young first-time offenders were berated
by adult convicts with the realities of prison life.
Evaluations of Scared Swraight found that the pro-
gram actually increased the recidivism of participat-
ing youth.'?

From all evidence. it appears that juvenile offend-
ers cannot be shocked into abiding the Law: they
cannot be scared straight. Scare-oriented programs
“ereate more delinguency than they cure. says
criminologist Mark Lipsey. “The idea of taking an
acting-out adolescent and giving him a role model
for verbal abuse and macho behavior seems 1o me
4 poor strategy. 10

“No one should delude themselves that this boot
camp, military drill instruction alone s going o
straighten everybody out.”™ New York State Assem-
blyman Daniel Feldman told the New York Times. 1
thought it would. A lot of us thought it would. But
it doesnt

Psychotherapy and Other Counseling

“Individual psychotherapy has traditionally been
a cornerstone of rehabilituive efforts with delin-
quent youth,” report Guerra, Tolan and Hammond . 12
Yet, rescearch has not found psychotherapy an
clfective strategy for reducing delinquent behavior.
“When the tredtment goals are global and vague
(such as self-awareness) and when the reaiment
description is similarly nonspecific and extremely
brief (such as providing a warm relationship with
the therapist and helping the delinquent achieve
insight into his her behavior), reductions in subse-
quent delinquent behavior are rarely achieved.”
report Donald Gordon and Jack Arbuthnot of Ohio
Uiy ersity. 143

In many cases. psychotherapy is offered in con-
junction with “social casework.” In effect, troubled
vouth are assigned o social worker who hoth
provides counseling and coordinates whatever so-
cial services might be required. According to Tolan
and GuerrizAlthough this approach is a nuinstay
ol juvenile justice and social services, the literatuare
indicates that it is not effective in preventing or
mitigating scerious antisocial and violent hehavior,
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even when services are carefully delivered and
comprehensive, 144

Behavior Modification. Bchavioral therapies
have also been used widely in the treatment of
trouble-prone youth—both in schools to reinforee
attendance, academic achievement and good class-
room behavior. and by juvenile justice programs to
reward positive behavior among youth in detention
or on probation.

Rescarch finds that these efforts often produce
positive results in the short term. Yet, as Gordon and
Arbuthnot conclude, “Very few of the studics
demonstrating  successful behavior change have
shown reductions in recidivism, long-term mainte-
nance of behavior change, or generalization across
different settings. Thus the individual behavioral
approaches offer only limited promises and direc-
tions.”™ Tolan and Guerra reach a similar conclu-
sion: “One of the most common problems with
clinic-based  behavior modification programs has
been that treatment effects do not persist over time
after reinforcement contingencies are withdrawn,
and often there is a fack of gencralization of the
results across settings, 196

In one experiment where behavioral techniques
were applied in g community setting, results did
persist over time. In this program, chronic delin-
quents were paid by street-corner workers to partici-
pate in discussions intended to recruit them out of
gangs and into more positive activities. Over the
course of one year, participating offenders were
only one-half as likely as the control group 1o be
arrested. and three years after the intervention
participants had significantly fewer arrests and had
spent significantly less time incarcerated than the
control group.*¥7

Peer Group Counseling. Another set of delin-
quency treatments has focused on shifting peer
group norms and recruiting at-risk  adolescents
away from deviant groups. The results have been
mostly disappointing. Probably the most wide-
spread approach o peer counseling has been a daily
discussion group process called Guided Group
Interaction (GGD. Eviduations in community-based
treatment settings and  juvenile institutions have
found GG ineffective, while for participating high
school students GG has actually worsened behav-
ior—increasing lateness, “waywiardness,” and self-
reported delinquent behavior compared with a no-
treatment control group. 48

One  community-based  treatment program s
usedd peer group counseling successfully . but only
when problem adolescents are grouped  together
with non-antisocial peers, fn this ~St. Louis Experi-

o

oy}

ment,” youth referred by schools and counts for
behavioral problems were placed in activity and
counseling groups. Some included only referred
vouth; others mixed referred youth with non-re-
ferred peers. Evaluators found that antisocial behav-
ior decreased almost twice as much in the integrated
groups as the delinquent-only groups—though even
the integrated groups did not vield significant
improvements in behavior or lawfulness over a no
treatment control group.'#®

The record of interventions 1o recruit at-risk
adolescents away from youth gangs or to influence
gang members toward less antisocial activity is less
clear. What evidence exists is not promising, how-
cver. In one study, 800 gang members were wreated
to athletic and social events and provided academic
tutoring. Perhaps because these activities increased
the amount of time gang members spent together.,
the intervention actually led to more criminat behav-
ior. "Although gangs have been identified as o
significant factor in adolescent violence,” Tolan and
Guerra report, “very few data have supporied the
efficacy of interventions aimed at redirecting gang
activities or reducing recruitment of new gang
members. 180

Two multi-dimensional preventive treatment
programs, both involving schools, warrant mention.
The first randomly assigned problem 7th graders in
an urban school to treatment and control condi-
tions. Over a two-year period, treated  children
received a broad battery of school-based supports,
including daily monitoring, structured reinforee-
ment for good behavior, biweekly teacher consul-
tations, and periodic mectings with parents. At the
end of the two years, weated youth showed signifi-
canily better grades and school attendance than
control youth. A year latwer treatment vouth had
significantly lower rates of self-reported delinquent
behavior. Five years after program completion, by
which time they averaged 195 years of age, reat-
ment youth had committed fewer delinquent and
criminal offenses than control youth.'$!

The second noteworthy intervention is the Posi-
tive Adolescent Choices Training (PACT) program
for high-risk African American adolescents. In g
recent study, rescarchers randomly assigned 169
adolescents 1o treatment and control groups, then
provided treatment youth 20 onc-hour training
sessions on negotiation,  compromise, and  giving
and taking criticism calmly. The programalso used  a
series of culturally sensitive videotapes on anger
nuagement. Three years after the training, just 17.0
percent of PACT youth had been referred to
nuvenilecourt, compared with 48.7 percent of con
trol vouth. OF those referred, PACT youth were less
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likely than controls to be charged with 2 violent
offense.'®2

Rehabilitating Juvenile
Offenders

By most people’s definition, programs to rehabili-
tate youthful offenders are not “prevention.”™ But
the fact remains, selecting the proper punishment or
other disposition is one of society’s best opportuni-
ties to influence the conduct of young offenders.

Each year approximately 700,000 youth are sen-
tenced to juvenile correctional facilities, and the
population of juveniles serving time in adult prisons
is almost 500,000.'%% Recidivism rates for youth
leaving juvenile facilities hover as high as 70 percent
in some states.”™ Thus, today's incarcerated juve-
niles look very much like tomorrow's criminals.

Just as important are the juvenile offenders not
held in custody. More than half of the million-plus
youth referred to juvenile court cach year are never
charged with an offense. Most are referred for minor
delinquent offenses. Instead of being charged these
nonpetitioned youth are either dismissed (49 per-
cent), placed on probation (29 percent), or ordered
to some other disposition (22 pereent). Likewise,
many youth who are charged in juvenile court are
never tried. Even a majority who are tried end up
with probation or an alternative (non-prison) dispo-
sition. Overall, just 9 percent of youth referred to
juvenile courts are sentenced to a detention facil-
i[y_155

Providing meaningful supervision and  effective
treatment before these unincarcerated  delinquents
lapse into serious criminality represents a further
opportunity for prevention—perhaps the last best
chance both to protect the public and save young
lives. Unfortunately, in most cases, this opportunig
is being missed.

Diversion and Other Treatments for

Unincarcerated Juvenile Offenders

“The juvenile justice system is based on the
notions that juveniles are more capable of reform
and less responsible for their actions than adults,”
writes the Office of Technology Assessment. “Con-
sequently, the concept of retribution and  punish-
ment might be expected to be less pronounced in
the juvenile justice system than it is in the adule
criminal justice system.”'%®

True to this philosophy. so-called “diversion”
programs have long been a key element of juvenile

justice. By their nature, these programs have several
mimediate benefits: they save taxpayers the heavy
cost of housing vouth in correctional facilities; they
protect youth from the stignma of a juvenile record;
they allow youth to remain in school (and possibly
work as well); and they shield youth from exposure
to a large population of deviant and delinquent
adolescent peers.

Diversion programs also have potential to offer
one more benefit as important as all the others
combined: the opportunity to provide delinguent
vouth the types of effective treatments dewiled in
this report—family interventions, carefully designed
cognitive skills training, and the like. Unfortunately.
research shows that historically, this opportunity
has been foregone far more often than not.

Several past studies have found that, as a whole,
diversion programs have not reduced the recidivism
of delinquent youth. One study examined 44 diver-
sion programs reported on between 1967 and 1983,
They employed a wide variety of treatment tech-
niques, including group psychotherapy. casework,
behavior therapy, individual psychotherapy, and
cducational/vocational guidance. The investigators
reported that for these programs “diversion inter-
ventions produce no effects.” A study of four
federally-funded diversion projects from the same
period—these providing individual or group coun-
seling plus access to other services—reveualed that
the projects were no more effective in stemming
delinquent behavior than either court processing or
release. ™7

Many scholars believe that the concept is sound
but that only s implementation has fallen short.
“Most programs have provided some type of vaguely-
formulated, non-specific services, rather than theo-
retically-driven and solidly-developed interven-
tions,” explain Guerra, Tolan and Hammond. “Per-
haps the most critical feature of any intervention, the
guiding rationale, has been virtually overlooked. 158
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These scholurs point to @ number of more recent,
better-formulated diversion programs that hare sig-
nificandy reduced delinquent behavior among di-
verted vouth. One carefully evaluated  18-week
diversion program provided delinquent youth in-
tensive contact (0-8 hours per week) with college
student volunteers trained and supervised by gradu-
ate students under the guidance of university fac-
ulty. Participants in the program had lower arrest
rates-than comparable control group youth as long
as two years after program completion. These re-
sults huve been replicated in several studies, and
Kazdin concludes that this model “represents a
viable and well-replicated intervention for reducing
the severity of dysfunction in youths apprehended
for offenses. %9

Another program, “Fanuly Ties™ in New York
City. has found noteworthy success with nonviolent
delinquents referred from juvenile courts. Over ar
intensive -8 week intervention period, program
counselors (called -fumily preservationists™  wrain
vouths in social problem solving and anger manage-
ment skills, provide parenting assistance. monitor
youths' school attendance and performance, and
broker a range of other public services for both the
vouths and their families. A June 1993 program
evaluation found that eight in wen program partici-
pants renmained uninvolved in the juvenile justice
system six months after reatment. Re-arrest, re-
conviction and reincarceration rates for program
vouth were less than half those in a comparison
group.'8?

In addition to diversion, several other approaches
to treating unincarcerated  delinquents have also
had o positive impact. One promising strategy is
restitution, where youthful offenders are ordered
cither 1o repay their victims directly or perform a
specified  period of service to the community. A
study of restitution in Utah found that “recidivism
is significantly lower when restitution is included in
the disposition of juvenile cases.™ This positive
impact held for informal (non-adjudicated) cases as
well as formal court-ordered probation decrees. '8!

Youth sentenced to intensive probation in licu of

incarceration hiave been tound to have recidivism
rates roughly equal to their peers who are incarcer-
ated, and the crimes committed by probation youth
who reoftfend are eepically less serious than those
committed by formerly incarcerated youth, Yet the
cost of intensive supervision (320 per day) is less
than one-third the $88.5+ per day cost of a juvenile
jail commitment. '8 When probation officers in Bucks
County, Pennsylvania were relocated to work di-
rectly i schools, the academic performance of
probation vouth improved 22 percent and absentee-

V)

ism dropped 29 percent. The number of in-school
and  out-of-school  suspensions declined  dramati-
cully. 183

For serious delinquents (with a1 mean of 18 prior
offenses including 11.5 felonies), the Florida Envi-
ronmental Institute (FED provides an intensive 18-
month rehabilitation program based in the Florida
Everglades. The program includes four phases: a 3-
5 day outdoor orientation experience, an initial
phase of work projects and education while vouth
sleep in a non-air conditioned military-styte dormi-
tory: a second phase where they move to an air-
conditioned, military-style dormitory  with televi-
sion and begin to carn money toward restitution or
savings; and a final phase of intensive after-care in
the youths” home communities. Fvaluations find
that FEI participants have far lower recidivism rates
than youth assigned to training schools (45 percent
versus 00 percent). even though 80 percent of the
training school youth have criminal records less
serious than the FEI participants, 184

Another promising (but controversial) approach,
“VisionQuest.” offers a year-long series of outdoor
adventures as an alternative to traditional incarcera-
tion. The controversy emanated from allegations of
tough treatment of youth at the hands of program
staff combined with injuries suffered by youth
during storms and other emergencies. An indepen-
dent evaluation by the RAND Corporation found
that VisionQuest participants—delinquent  youth
from San Diego with a mean age of 16.3 years and
an average of 8.4 prior arrests—had a lower recidi-
vism rate (55 percent) than youth senving time in a
san Dicgo County work cimp (71 percent), sen-
tenced to California Youth Authority training schools
(883 percent), or released into community treaument
programs (68 percent). '8

Community vs. Institutional
Detention

The final picce of the delinquency prevention
puzzle involves reducing the future criminality of
the million-plus youth who are in custody. For
vouth who have already amassed a long record of
scerious and violent offending, rehabilitation may
not be a realistic goual. For them, if they are nat
locked away for life under a “three strikes and
vou're out” laws, the only hope may be that they
will mature out of their violenee, as many do - as
they grow older,

But the striking factis that only i small proportion
of youth serving in juvenile or adult -letention have
been convicted of violent crimes. According to a
recent study examining the juvenile  corrections
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systems of 28 states. only T4 percent of new admis-
sions to juvenile corrections were youth convicted
of serious violent crimes, Over half the vouth in
custody were committed for property or drug crimes
and were experiencing their first confinement to
state institution.'® Even among youthful offenders
sentenced to adult prisons. only 38 percent were
convicted of crimes against persons (as opposed to
property or drug crimes), and not all of these
involved the threat or use of serious violence.'97

Given the high per capita costs of juvenile incar-
ceration and the alarming recidivism rates, such
extensive detention of nonviolent youth may well
be counterproductive. In fact. Massachusetts lead-
ers” decided just that in 1972 when they closed the
states” juvenile training schools and replaced them
with o continuum of community-hased  programs
offering a full spectrum of care as well as aftercare—
some secured with locked doors and guards, others
not.

Today, Massachusetts reserves its secure treat-
ment beds mainly for a relatively small number of
chronic violent offenders; they are confined there
for an average of 8-12 months, After that period,
these vouth can be transferred to community-bhased
programs so long as they abide by explicit "condi-
tions of liberty.” For juvenile offenders without a
record of chronic violence, the stay in secure
confinement is generally shorter before transfer to
one of i range of 4 non-secure community treatment
facilities. Misconduct by these youth can result in
transfer either to a guarded facility or a more
structured  community progran.

This less restrictive approach to juvenile deten-
tion, often combined with restitution, has not ted to
higher crime. Less than 1 percent of persons arrested
in the state are vouth in the care of the juveniie
justice system, and recidivism rates of Massachusetts
juvenile otfenders are as low as or lower than those
of most other states. More telling, Massachusetts’
overall juvenile crime e remains one of the lowest
in the nation.'®® Meanwhile, the states’ costs to
provide this structured. community-based  treat-
ment system are estimated o be $11 million less
thase of operating correctional training schools, 169

Though the Massachusetts juvenile justice system
experienced some difficulties in the carly 1990s due
to budget cuts and overcrowding, ' several states
(Utah, Pennsylvania, inois, Texas, Floridia, Okla-
homa, and athers) have begun to follow Massachu-
setts” lead and close their trining schools. Prelimi-
nany data indicates that they oo are experiencing
fower recidivism and juvenile crime. 7!

] n

In a recent report. Michael Jones and Barry
Krisberg of the National Coundil on Crime and
Delinqueney tisted the ingredients required  for
cifective weatment of violent vouth in custody:
continuous case management, close atiention to the
home and community environment. clear and con-
sistent consequences for misconduct. enriched aca-
demic and vocational programming. and family and
personal counseling matched to the particular needs
of the adolescent,'72

The similarities hetween that list and the charac-
teristics of programs that have proven succeessful
with other delinquent youth are striking. For troubled
vouih, just as for the general youth population and
those more or less at risk. the basic ingredients of
effective delingquency prevention are the same: fair
and consistent discipline. opportunity for growth
and development. and sustained access to caring
aduls.

Toward the Future

The preceding pages have highlighted the prom-
is¢ of many emerging or established strategies to
curb the criminality of young people. Their promise
is real. It represents the best hope for America to
combuat the persistent curse of violence and crime.

These pages have also docuntented the failure of
seventl prevention strategies and treatment pro-
grams to limit adolescent misconduct. That fact
should not be minimized.

“Although many programs have demonstrated
positive impact.” Kazdin writes, “several humbling
exceptions are available in prevention rescarch in
genentl where programs have not worked or have
demonstrated deleterious effects.”™ In fact, though
the state of the art in prevention advanced consid-
crably in recent years, many delinquency preven-
tion efforts have been strung together on limited
budgets by individuals unaware of emerging find-
ings in prevention rescarch and lacking both the
funding and the inclination to evaluate their pro-
grams rigorously.

“Well-intentioned  efforts are being applicd o
many children and adolescents without any indica-
tion of their effects,” explain Tolan and Guerra. “Tt
is usually hard 1o imagine that a good idea put into
action by well meaning and enlightened people
cannot help.. Also, given that adolescent violence
is such an injurious social problem. it may scem that
any c¢ffort is better than nothing. Yet our review and
several of the more long-termy and sophisticated
analyses suggest that both of these assumptions
may be dangeronshy wrong... Fyaluation is urgently
needed to help us sori out what is helpful, what is




harmless but ineftective, and what will actually
make the problem worse, "™ they conclude.

This issue ought not dampen enthusiasm for the
cause of prevention. Rather, it only underscores the
fact that time and again. the preventon and inter-
vention strategies that have proved successtul are
carefully wilored. informed by research, and cffec-
tvely implemented. “We believe the key 1o real
progress in adolescent violence is to obtain a solid
empiricat base.” Tolan and Guerra argue. ~This
need for an empirical base does not imply that
action should wuit. The need for rescarch is so
urgent hecarese there currently are so many pro-
grams affecting so many adolescents, families,
schools, and communities at such Large cost and
operating under the aura of much promise.”'™

Violence in America is an epidemic. But unlike
other public health emergencies, there has been no
national commitment 1o rescarch its causes and
cures. In 1993, the National Rescarch Council esti-
maied that federal funding for research on violence
wotlled only $20 million per year—just $31 for cach
vear of life Tost due to violence. That compares 1o
§70-+ spent on cancer rescarch for cach vear of life
lost. S+l for rescarch on cardiovascular discases.
and $697 for rescarch on AIDS, 178

Carctul design. rigorous implementation. and
continuous refinement of delinquency prevention
and treatment programs. combined with sound
evaluation and rescarch, offers America’s brightest
hope to contain the crime epidemic and perhaps
even begin o bring it under control.

Notes

= Less intensive carly childhood interventions

have not demonstrated Tong-term impacts. how-
ever. Head Sttt programs--which generally last only
one year and are taught by less skilled instructors
than the Perry Preschool program--have  shown
substuntial immediate impacts on intellectual and
social developments, but long-term evaluations find
that these effects do not sustain themselves over
time. (Source: US Departiment of Health and Hu-
man Senvices, Impact of Head Stavt on Children,
Familios. and Commuoitios: Head Start Synthesis
Project. 1985

> For example. see the Appendix for a National
League of Cities survey of municipal leaders tha
gives high priority: to emplovment training for
vouth.

= A Job Corps evaluation using data from the

1970s found a 1S percent carnings gain. “significant
reduction in serious (elony) cerime.” a0 large in-
crease in GED attainment. doubled college enroli-
ment, and a social benefits return of $1.30 per dollar
imested. Cited in UL S, Department of Labor, Office
of the  Chief Feonomist, What's Waorking taned
Whats Moty (Washington, D.CL January 1995).
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Conclusion

crhaps the greatest ivony of the current furor
over crime is that in absolute terms, crime
rates have not been atan historic highin the
1990s. Oy crall crime rates have continued 1o decline
from their all-ime record in 1981, and violent
crime——though rising in recent vears—renins be-

low the records set in 1981, The pereentage of

American houscholds victimized by crime in 1992
was the lowest since that measure was introd aced
in 197577

This is not 1o say that the nation’s crime problem
ISVUserie Us—or growing more worrisome inimpor-
tant respects. Increasingly, the victims of violent
crime in America are vouth. While the nation’s
ovenll homicide rate has held steady in recent
vaars, the number of 1eenagers murdered  has
soared-—more than doubling since 198878 Murder
is now the leading cause of death among black
males ages 15224, and itis the second leading cause
of death among white males 15 and 2+4.'79

Contrary 1o popular perception, this atarming
trend is not due to a substntial increase in the
number of violent acts commiited by youth. Accord-
ing to Delbert Elliott, ~About the same proportion
of vouth are committing scrious violent offenses
today as in 1980 and their frequency of oftending is
approximately the same.” The difference today is
that “viotent acts are more lethall” Ellicat finds.
And this dramatic increase in tethality is explained
almost entirely by the increased use of handguns in
these violent exchanges.”'®

In 2 recent survey by the National Institne of
Justice, 22 pereent of inner city high school students

reported owning a gun, and two o three times that
many reported that a family member or a friend
owned one '8 This widespread availability of fire-

arms hias had dramatic effects: the number of

murders by juveniles using guns jumped 79 pereent
in the past decade, and nearly three of every four
murders by 10-17 vear-olds now involve firearms. '#
As one reporter explained, “An assault by a voung
thug that might have produced bruises 10 years ago
i~ more likely 1o result in a genshot wound or
death—and consequently and arrest—toclay . "'#

The availability of fircarms is hevond the scope of
this report, of course. So too is the rampant violenee
in tovies and on television that contributes directhy
to violent and antisocial attitudes and behavior Dy
—outhful viewers,

Yt these issues ought not be ignored completely
in a thoughtful review of the crime problem, be-
cause they illustrate once more @ central truth aboui
crime: The propensity of individuals 1o commit
violent and antisocial offenses—and the like lihood
that cach of us will he victimized—depends on
much more than law enforcement and criminal
justice.

Effcctive policing and a4 competent and sure
criminal justice system are essential to public safety.
Whole communities mustbe engaged with police in
identifving and apprebending chronic criminals.
And scrious violent offenders, particulacly. must be
locked away for long stretches. Yet the evidence is
clear: On their own, these law and order efforts
stand litle chance of sparing Americans the anxiety
of suffering with the developed world's highest
violent crime rates.

The environment that surrounds youth—the fam-
iy, school, community, and media influences that
help shape them in childhood, the presence or fack
of sustained guidance from caring adulis, the avail-
ability of positive recreational. educational, and
developmental opportunities—are also crudial in
datermining whether young people remain on the
right side of the law,

For the most part, voung people do not avoid
crime from fear of punishment, for the most part.
They avoid erime out of respect for themselves,
concern for others, a belief in their future prospects
and an interal sense of personal and public moral-
ity. Developing tis internalized morality, fostering
in young people the skills and the will 1o avoid
crime, is the business of the whole community and
the key to youth-oriented crime prevention.

In some detail, this report has reviewed the
clfectiveness of many prevention approaches. Both
among preventive programs for the general youth
population and more targeted treatments for youth
dready engaged in delinquent or trouble-making
hehaviors, it hastound substantial grounds for op-
timism. Many strategicos show considerable pronise
to reduce crime.

Resezrch and evaluation must play o central role
in the development of prevention programs and
syalems, Program outcomes must be continually
monitored to ensure that oue eftorts are doing some
more good than harm, and 1o tailor and re-taitor
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efforts to the specific needs of their target popula-
tions.

At the national level, we should undertake an
extensive rescarch program to refine knowledge
about what works, why, and for whom? Much
remains to be learned about effective crime preven-
tion. Available evidence suggests that indiscrimi-
nate expenditures do little good. But we do know
enough to move forward—and certainly the need is
urgent.

The time has come for America to use its
second arm in the struggle for safety, to pro-
vide the criminal justice the support it needs to
combat crime effectively. Prevention is that
other arm.
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After the completion of this report. the National League of Cities published its annual survey ol municipal
officials. “Assuring public safety™ was among the three highest priorities of the 383 clected municipal officials
(drawn from u random sample in cities with populations of 10,000 or more) who responded to the sunvey.

Relevant to Richard Mendel's study are the municipal leaders’ beliefs about the measures most likely o
improve public safety. According to Neation's Gities Weekdy (January 23, 1995), these officials expressed i strong
preference for “a mix of strategies designed to achieve desired outcomes instead of focusing strictly on
enforcement or prevention.  (Emphasis added.) The most preferred policy--"strengthening and  suppuorting
family stability, selected by 64 percent—reflects a growing sentiment that public safety needs to be considered
in a much broader context than traditional anti-crime solutions.”

The policies and programs believed by municipal officials in the NLC sunvey as most likely to reduce crime
are:

Strengthening and supporting family stability g 63.6%
Jobs and targeted economic development
More police officers

Atter-school progroms

Neighborhood Watch programs

More police foot patrols

School-to-Work programs

More recreational programs

Early childhood education {e.g. Head Stort)

18.1%
17 8%

Reintroducing punishment into schools
Mondatory sentencing

Conflict resolution programs 17.0%

Court /bail reform 16.8%

Funding of drug treatment 14.9%

Boot Camps 13.1%

Citizens reparting arime 12.0%

Gun control 11.8%

Elimination of parole 9.9%

84%
8.1%

Building more prisans

More death penalties
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